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Bramble v. Lowe County Council of Middlesex v. Assess- 
Re. ment Committee of 8t. Sate 








CURRENT TOPICS. 
WE print elsewhere an order for transfer of 125 actions from 
the lists of Norru, Srimtinc, Kexewicn, and Romer, JJ., to 
Mr. Justice Bynnz for the purpose only of hearing or of trial. 





We print elsewhere an order _—s for the marking of 
causes or matters in the Division commenced in the 
Liverpool or Manchester District with the name of Mr, 
Justice Bynnz, and for the transfer to that learned judge of all 
causes and matters in the Chancery Division now in 
the above-mentioned District Registries, except two 
named in the order. 





Ir 1s staTEep that Mr. Justice Romer and Mr. Justice Bruce 
have been appointed members of the Rule Committee in the 
laces of Sir E, Kay and Lord Justice Onrrry. We do typed & 
less to understand why the latter learned judge should 


his office on appointment to the Court of Ap and we 
i io pattor die ead regret that the Rule ros we 


his services. 





On Wepnzspay last, in rejecting the appeal of a solicitor 
had been struck off the Pa re denen @ finding of 
fessional misconduct by the Statutory Committee, Lord 
M.R., took occasion to remark that ‘‘he could say, from a 
and exce ptional that it was impossible to 
tribunal vhich exercised its functions with oa care 
diligence than the Statutory Committee. When the Commi 
after a careful inquiry, had found that a solicitor had acted i 
dishonourable way, it was most difficult to induce the court 
say that those findings were not true in fact. The Oommittee 
had to say whether the conduct of the solicitor towards his 
client was up to the high standard of honour which was required 
of members of the p: or was contrary to it.” 





We rear there is need for a good deal of energetic offort if 
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the promised reconsideration this year by the Government of the 
clause introduced into last year’s Finance Bill enabling the 
payment to the Incorporated Law Society of sums out of the 
certificate duty of solicitors, is to result in favour of the clause. 
On a question being asked on Tuesday in the House of Commons 
with to the reduction of the duty payable by Irish 
solicitors, the Chancellor of the sy vg wd is reported to have 
said that he had had the matter of the duty on solicitors under 
his consideration last year, and he made a proposal to the 
House with regard to it which was ‘not very favourably 
received.” We do not understand this remark. The fact was 
that Sir W. Hancovrr objected that sufficient time had not been 
given for consideration of the clause, which came on for dis- 
oe very late in the evening and after much debate on other 
uses. 





Tue issue of the remarkable probate case of Browning v. 
Mostyn reminds us of a remark once made by Sir James Hannen, 
that probably the mind of no person can be said to be perfectly 
wank, just as the body of no person can be said to be perfectly 
sound (Burdett v. Thompson, r R. 3 P. & D. 72, note). The 

ine is a little alarming to ordinary persons, but it is in 
favour of testators. The law makes‘allowance for a good deal 
undness before it denies a man disposing capacity. The 
uestion, continued Sir J. HanneEn, is whether there was such a 


of unsoundness of mind as to interfere with those facul- 
ties which ought to be brought into action in making a will 
With this remark 





k may be taken the dictum of Cocxzurn, C.J., in 
Banks v. Goodfellow (L. R. 5 Q. B:, p. 565), referred to by 
Banves, J., in the recent case in his summing up, that it is 
esgential to the exercise of the testamentary power ¢ 
testator should understand the nature of the act amd-its-effects; 
stould understand the extent of the property of which he is 
disposing ; should be able to com shee, and appreciate the 
claims to which he ought to give effect ; and that no disorder of 
imind should poison his affections or-pervert his sense of 
right. ~ But assuming there is capacity of this nature, the law 
eaves the testator perfectly free. In the view of the jury Mr. 
OConIncHAM —— it, notwithstanding his weakness and folly, 
and it would apparently have been sufficient to support a much 
worse will than that which he actually made. 





Dvurine Tue hearing of an appeal (Re Maule, Chester v. Maule), 
recently in the Court of Appeal, on the construction of a will, 
one copy only of the will was furnished by the appellant for the 
use of the court. Lord Justice Livpizy protested strongly 
against this; he said it was impossible for the court to do its 
work satisfactorily where one copy only of a will or other 
document to be construed was furnished for the use of the court. 
Lord Justice A. L. Sarrn added that frequently he had had to 
borrow a copy from counsel, which, as he knew from experience, 
was & very inconvenient course. Counsel apologized to the 
court, and explained that the reason why one copy only had 
been furnished was that the will was a very lengthy one (about 
eleven brief sheets), and the taxing-masters were chary in 
allowing the cost of three copies where the estate was small. 
The registrar said that he would convey to the taxing-masters 
this expression of opinion from the court. One would scarcely 
have ht that such an intimation to the taxing-masters 
would have been necessary, seeing that precisely the same point 
arose ten years ago in the Court of Appeal on the construction 
of a will where one copy only was furnished for the use of the 
court, see Re Randell, Hood v. Randell (56 L. T. N. 8.8). In 
that case Coron, L.J., said that three copies of every material 
document ought to be furnished, and the costs of those copies 
ought to be allowed by the taxing-masters. A notice was also 
issued on the 2lst of November, 1881, directing (inter alia) 
that three copies of pleadings or other documents showing the 
nature of the ap must be lodged in the Lords Justices’ 
Clerks’ room, No. 350, at least one week before the appeal is 
likely to be in the daily cause list. In one case, Cannot v. 
Oppenheim (38 W. R. 1), where the necessary copies were not 
supplied, the court ordered the appeal to stand over, and the 


the taxing-masters, appellants’ solicitors seem to have been on 
the horns of a dilemma ; but any doubt there may have been on 
the subject will now have been removed by the recent decision. 





In anorHER column we print a further communication from 
Mr. Srzns on the question of service of ho germ originati 
process in Scotland. The first contention which our correspond- 
ent puts forward has reference to a supposed difference between 
the English and Scotch courts in the matter of jurisdiction. 
He is under the impression that in England jurisdiction depends 
on ability to serve, whereas he informs us that in Scotland 
the jurisdiction of the court does not depend in any way 
upon ability to serve. It is a difficult matter, no doubt, for 
English and Scotch lawyers to comprehend one another's pro- 
cedure, but if we understand our correspondent’s assertion 
aright, the position it discloses is simply amazing. We have 
shewn that a Scotchman has a free right to serve any Scotch 
legal process on an Englishman in England by post, whilst 
an Englishman suing in the English High Court is denied the 
right to serve a Scotchman in Scotland with any process other 
than a writ of summons, and even in the case of a writ is tied 
down by stringent limitations. If we rightly understand Mr. 
Sprzns’ statement, it amounts to this, that the jurisdiction of 
the Scotch court is quite independent of any service at all, so 
that a Scotchman might sue an Englishman and the Scotch court 
might deal with the action quite apart from the trifling prelimi- 
nary of serving the Englishman with the originating process. 
It appears, therefore, that the Scotch court has provided that a 
copy of the writ or summons or petition should be sent by post 
to an English defender as a mere matter of grace. We fear that 
| English “defenders ” will find it hard to raise any very enthu- 
siastic feelings of grateful approval of this method of dealing 
with their interests. 





As rEcarps his second point, our correspondent is evidently 
under a misapprehension. He says that “it is not reasonable 
to ask Scotsmen to allow their rights with reference to the 
courts they are to be sued in to be interfered with by rules made 
by the English judges.” Now, asa matter of fact, no one has 
asked Scotsmen to allow anything. They have no more voice in 
the matter than Englishmen had when the Scotch judges made 
their rules for service of Scotch process on Englishmen. We 
are calling upon our judges to provide in the new code of rules 
now under consideration that originating summonses and 
petitions should be documents which may be served in Scotland 
in the same manner asa writ of summons. There cannot be 
any question as to the absolute power of our judges to make 
such a rule. The Scotch judges have provided that ev 
Scotch process may be eel on Englishmen in England an 
Ireland. The Irish judges have provided that Irish are 

rocesses of various kinds may be served in England an 
Reotland, The English county court judges have provided that 
their summonses may be served wherever and however - 
may direct. We have given full and conclusive proof of 
these statements in our articles on this subject (ante pp. 
123, 183, 204). We did not offer this proof to shew 
that the English judges had power to go and do likewise. 
Not at all. The power to do so is not in dispute. But 
our judges have hitherto, ‘‘as a mere matter of grace, 
refrained from doing so on account of a supposed oe 
on the part of iectdiate. We have been at to show our 
judges that their act of grace was misplaced, because the very 
people who claimed a continuance of it had put themselves 
completely out of court by assuming for themselves the very 
right which they have endeavo to prevent others from 
obtaining. We do not doubt for a moment that the facts 
disclosed in our articles have already drawn the teeth of the 
Scotch opposition to a rule of the Supreme Court allow 
originating summonses and petitions to be served in Sco . 
When the Scotch opposed it before, the facts we have now 
disclosed were not known to English lawyers. If they ope 
it again, they can be referred to their own rules on the subject, 
which will prove to uny reasonable man how absolutely un- 





appellant to pay the costs of the adjournment. By the action of 


tenable is the ground of their opposition. 
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Ir 1 a nes at the present day to find that a 
question can be raised with regard to the rights and ee 
of innkeepers at common law which is not covered by authority. 
Such, however, was the case in Lamond v. Richards and the Hotel 
Metropole Co. (reported elsewhere), which was an action to 
recover damages trom the proprietors of the Hotel Metropole at 
Brighton for unlawfully turning the plaintiff out of the hotel. 
The defence was twofold: first, that the defendants were justi- 
fied in their action by the behaviour of the plaintiff in the 
hotel. On this point the county court judge found in the 
plaintiff's favour. Secondly, the defendants said that the plain- 
tiff had been in the hotel for nine months, and had expressed 
her intention to remain there till it was burnt down; and on 
these facts it was argued, and the judge held, that the plaintiff 
had ceased to be a traveller or wayfarer, and that the defen- 
dants were therefore under no obligation to let the plaintiff 
remain in their hotel. The Divisional Court upheld the ruling 
of the county court judge on this point. The argument for the 
plaintiff was that if a person once became a guest at an inn he 
could remain as long as he liked; and that the innkeeper’s 
obligation to receive all who present themselves at an inn is not 
confined to travellers in the strict sense of the word. There is 
authority for saying that an innkeeper’s lie hes, althou 
ee aveller (4/len-v- Smith, 10 W. R. ; an 
in Bacon’s Abridgment, tit. Inns and Innkeepers, it is stated 
that an action will lie against an innkeeper for loss of a guest’s 
goods, although, being at the end of his journey, the guest is 
no longer “‘ transiens’’; but we believe there is no direct autho- 
rity on the question of an innkeeper’s obligation to permit a 
guest who is not a traveller to remain in the inn as long as he 
likes. In Bacon’s Abridgment it is said that “the duty of inn- 
keepers extends chiefly to the entertaining and harbouring of 
travellers.”” In Thompson v. Lacy (3 B. & Ald. 283) Baytey, J., 
defines an inn as “a house where the traveller is furnished with 
everything which he has occasion for while upon his way.” 
On the other hand, in the same case, Best, J., says that the 
owner of an inn holds out that he will receive travellers 
and “‘sojourners ”’ who are willing to pay an adequate price for 
accommodation. There.is an early case (R. v. Luellin, 12 
Mod. 445), in which an indictment against an innkeeper 
for refusing to receive a person suffering from small-pox 
was held to be bad for = averring that the person was 4 
traveller. In the present day the fact that the would-be guest 
had small-pox would probably be held to’be a sufficient 
reason for refusing admittance. The Divisional Oourt regarded 
the question as covered by Reg. v. Romer (2 Q. B. D. 186), in 
athe to Fv. Luellin, does appear 
to adopt the view that the person demanding refreshment or 
lodging must be a traveller. But it should be observed that in 
that case the refusal supply accommodation occurred in a 
refreshment bar which was separated from, although under the 
same roof and licence as, an hotel; and in the earlier part of 
the judgment, which was given in favour of the defendant, 
Katty, O.B., expressly says that, if the prosecutor (who was not 
a traveller) had been refused accommodation in the hotel, the 
case might have been different. That decision does not, there- 
fore, appear to be a very strong authority on the present case. 
t from any question of authority, the decision of the 
Divisional Court was certainly reasonable, for the contention of 
the plaintiff apparently was that a visitor had a right to remain 
in a hotel for the rest of his life, and even to marry and bring 
up his family there. It must be borne in mind, moreover, that 












indictment as well as by action (2. v. gens, 7 0. & P. 213). 





Ir mas been conclusively established, so far as it rests with the 
Court of Appeal, that an auditor of a company who is appointed 
under the provisions of section 7 of the Companies Act, 1879, 
or under articles of association containing clauses similar to 
fhose relating to audit in Table A, isan “ officer” of the com- 
pany, and as such is liable to have a misfeasance summons 
taken out against him under section 10 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. Section 7 of the Act of 1879, which 
refers only to banking companies, requires that the auditor 


igh | under articles which provid 


and speaks of the “‘ office” of auditor. Similar isions and / 
la are used in Table A. Hence it was by the Court 
of y aa a in Re London and General Bank (43 W. R. 481; 1895, 
2 Oh. 166), upon the Act of T879, and in Ro Zinasion Colton 
Mill_Co. (44 W. R. 210; 1896, 1 Ch. 6), an auditor so 
elécted ranks as an He is appointed by the com- 
pany, observed Linpizy, L.J., in the former case, he is 

id by the company, and his position is described in the 

tas that of an officer of the company. But in Ae Western 
Counties Bakeries and Milling Co, (Limited), Srieuime, J,, 
oe ogg ud ~~ a the case A gp Bos ea oy without 

ving been formally appoi auditor by the company, 
has in fact discharged ny duties of the office. By 
arrangement with the chairman, a member of a firm of account- 
ants was called in to prepare a balance-sheet for the year 1888, 
and in the following year to audit the accounts. In each year 
the firm signed a certificate that the balance-sheet shewed cor- 
rectly the financial ition of the company. The liability 
— section 165 of the Act of 1862 (to aye — “ of "* 
Act of 1890 corres ) of an officer facto, not 
jure, was consid by Jzsszt, M.R., in pa $ Dicon’s case 
(38 W. R. 775, 14 Ch. D. 660) with respect ts. There, 
that the office of director should 
be vacated if he ceased to hold his qualification, directors had 
been appointed and had acted without ever having obtained 
their qualification, and Sir Gzoncz Jxssx1 held that they could 
not deny in a court of justice that they were really entitled to 
occupy that position; in other words, he held that a de facto 
director was a director for the ag ey of section 165. At first 
sight, no doubt, there seems to a strong analogy between 
such a case and the position of the accountants in the present 
case. There is an office, whether of director or of auditor, 
which ought to be filled, and a person, it may be said, is found 
to be in fact filling it. Om the strength of the analogy Srm- 
Linc, J., decided against the accountants. But surely this is 
ascribing too t importance to the circumstance that they 
casually acted in the office of auditor on the instructions of the 
chairman. The office of director involves continual oversight, 
and it may well be that actual occupation of the office will 
supply the want of appointment; but the office of 
auditor lacks this element of consipuity, and upon a reasonable 
view it would seem that the ons of the Oourt of Appeal 
cited above are Sa when a proper appointment to 
the office has been e. 





Actions ror infringement of ight are very common, but 
it is seldom that we hear of sosontiiade being taken in a court 
of summary jurisdiction for this offence. Recently, however, 
& man was convicted at a London police court of pirating well- 
known pictures by the late Lord Lzrcuron and other eminent 
artists. The pictures were apparently coloured photographs of 
prints of these pictures. e defendant was convicted, and 
ordered to pay a substantial sum as penalty. The proceed- 
ings were taken under the Copyrigh t he ot Art) Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 68). i provi t 
any person shall, without the consent of the proprietor of the 
copyright, ‘repeat, copy ‘colourably imitate, or otherwise mul- 
tiply for sale, hire, exhibition, or distribution” any painting, 
drawing, or photograph subject to copyright, he shall forfeit to 
the proprietor a Pup not_exceeding £10, and also forfeit all 
existing copies of the picture in question. A like penalty is 
incurred also by ped oe who, knowing that a picture has 
been unlawfully multiplied, sells, publishes, or exhibits the 
copies, or imports them into this country. The Act further 
provides (section 8) that the penalties incurred may be recovered 
either by action or by summary ings ‘‘ before any two 
justices having jurisdiction where the party offending resides.” 
This last word may cause considerable trouble. As a general 
rule, an offender liable to the summary jurisdiction of magis- 
trates must be tried in the county or place where the offence 
was committed. Ita however, under this Act, that if a 
m is with hawking pirated pictures about the 
country from place to place, he would have to be proceeded 
against, not in the district where he is found selling or attem 





thall be elected annually by the company in general meeting, 


ing to sell a picture, but only in the district where he resi 
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t by which the subject will get justice bye ju judicial decision of 
Pd then it is wi ® reason of the rule if there 
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This place might, of course, be some hundreds of miles away 
from the place where the offence was committed, and great 
inconvenience might be caused. 








MANDAMUS TO LOCAL AUTHORITIES. 
Ir is somewhat surprising to find that at the present day the 
right to obtain a mandamus to a local authority requiring the 
performance of a statutory duty is involved in considerable 
obscurity. But an examination of some recent cases tends to 
shew that such is the case. And in considering these cases it 
may be pointed out that there is little distinction to be drawn 
between an action of mzndamés and an application for the pre- 
vo writ (Bush v. Bevan, . J. Ex, 54), 

eral principle.as to the application of the remedy 
by mandamus is laid down by Lord Extensoroven as follows: 
‘‘There ought in all cases to be a specific legal right as well as 
the want of a specific legal remedy in order = Toad an applica- 
tion for a mandamus” (R. v. Archbishop of Canterbury, 8 East 
220). As to the “ specific mae right,” the law is further stated 
in Tapping on Mandamus (ed. of 1848, p. 27) to be that “the 
prosecutor must be clothed with a clear iegal and equitable 
i Something which is properly the subject of the writ.” 

HE .R., states of the principle 
more fully in Re Nathan (12 Q. B. D., at p. 475): “ Where 
there is no specific remedy by which justice can be done the 
court’will grant a mandamus ; but where there is a ific remedy 











= ifeuch a remedy, a mandamus ought n : 
case of Leg. v. uardians of the Lewisham Union (ante, 


@ 

p. 210), heard by Wricur and Bruce, JJ., on the 15th inst., the 
decision turned upon both branches of the principle stated by 
Lord Ettznsorovern. The application in that case was made by 
the Board of Works for the Lewisham District, the sanitary 
authority upon whom the duty is cast by the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891, of taking measures for the prevention of 
epidemic disease. The object of the application was to compel 
the Guardians of the Lewisham Union to enforce the provisions 
of the Vaccination Acts within the union in which the district of 
the applicants is situated. The application was refused upon 
two grounds—first, that the board of works had no “le 
interest ” in the subject-matter of the rule; and, secondly, that 
under the Vaccination Acts the Local Government Board had 
power to compel the guardians to perform their duties under 
those Acts. 

As to the first ground, it is obvious that the district board 
have a very real and practical interest in the matter in question ; 
for if small-pox should break out, it is certain that its spread 
would be seriously affected by a failure to enforce the Vaccina- 
tion Acts, and that, consequently, the health of the district for 
which the applicants are responsible would suffer, and their 
po oma providing hospital accommodation and in taking 

er measures to prevent the dissemination of the epidemic— 
would be largely increased. It issaid that this practical interest 
is not a legal interest ; if this beso it is difficult to imagine that 
any person or body can have such a legal interest as is sufficient 
to support a mandamus to enforce thé Vaccination Acts. And it 
is to be noted that in at least one case the Local Government 
$Board have been successful in obtaining a mandamus for this 
Sens purpose (eg. v. Guardians of the Keighley Union, 39 J. P. 
360). 


But the mandamus was refused upon the further ground 
that the Vaccination Acts gave power to the Local Government 
Board to compel the local authorities to perform their statutory 
dutiess—Tt is true that under the Act of 1874 the Local Govern- 
ment Board have similar powers for enforcing the performance 
by guardians of their duties as to vaccination to those by which 
they may enforce the performance of their duties as to the relief 
of the poor ; it is unnecessary to consider the precise extent of 
those powers : as we have seen, their existence does not preclude 
the Local Government Board itself from obtaining a mandamus 
against the guardians. But whate¥ér the powers of the Board 
may be in this respect, a person applying to them to exercise 


those powers will not be obtaining a judicial decision on the 





uestion of the statutory duties of the guardians, and it seems 
<> follow, if the language of the Master of the Rolle in Re 
Nathan is correct, that the existence of a power to apply to the 
Local Government Board to take steps which lie in their abso. 
lute discretion, and which they are in no sense bound to take, ig 
no answer to an application for a mandamus; apart from @ 
mandamus the applicant has no specific remedy by which he can 
“ get justice by a judicial decision.” 

A similar question has arisen in two recent cases as to the 
performance by local authorities of their duties under the 
Public Health Act, 1875. Section 299 of that Act provides 
that where complaint has been made that a local authority hag 
made default in providing sufficient sewers, the Local Govern- 
ment Board may, after inquiry, order the defaulting authority to 
perform their duty, and if they fail may obtain a mandamus or ap- 

int a person to performtheduty. In Rey. v. Mayor of Hastings 

1897, 1 Q. B. 46, 6th of Nov., 1896) a caseof default in repairinga 
sewer was established against a local authority and a mandamus 
was granted; but Wricur, J., who with Granruam, J., was a 
to the decision, expressed a doubt whether the case ought 
to have been made the subject of an application for a mandamus, 
The proper course, he thought, would have been to apply to the 
Local Government Board under section 299 of the Act of 1875, 
The doubt so expressed will be to some extent dissipated if we 
turn to the case of Peebles vy. Oswaldtwistle District Council (13 T, 
L, R. 116, 11th of December, 1896). t was an action fora 
mandamus to @ local authority to provide sufficient sewers for 
effectually draining their district and in particular the manufac- 
tories of the applicant. The case was tried before Cuan.zs, J,, 
without a jury and that learned judge came to the conclusion 
that the duty of the local authority was established and that it 
was enforceable by mandamus. In the course of his very. lucid 
judgment, he carefully considers the contention that section 299 
is a bar to a mandamus, and decides that itis not. ‘‘ Unless 
excluded expressly,” he says, “the plaintiffs have, in my 
opinion, a right to the judgment ofa court of law upon the 
matter, but if the Local Government Board take the same view 
as the defendants, they will never get it.” The section ‘‘ dogs 
not seem to me to make it imperative on the plaintiffs to make 
a complaint of the sort now under consideration to the Local 
Government Board and to submit to their interpretation of the 
statute.” 

Having regard to this express decision, it seems questionable 
whether the doubt suggested by Wnicut, J., in Reg. vy. Mayor 
of Hastings, or the second ground of the decision in Reg. v. Zhe 
Lewisham Guardians can be supported. The first ground of the 
decision im the latter case presents more difficulty; it may be 
hoped that the whole question may come before a higher 
tribunal and be finally disposed of. It is a matter of great 
importance both to local authorities and to the public. 








THE USAGES OF BROKERS. 


Tux question of the liability of the outside public to be sub-~ 


jected in stock exchange dealings to usages which govern the 
relations of stockbrokers inter se, which has been frequen’ 

before the courts, has been raised again in the recent cases 

Anderson v. Sutherland and Craig v. Sutherland before Lord 
Russett, O.J., and a special jury (reported elsewhere), 
According to the law as at present settled, it appears that 
usages affecting transactions in a special market or busi- 
ness may be binding upon an outsider if they are reason- 
able, but otherwise they are not binding unless he is aware 
of the usages, and has agreed to be bound by them. A long 
series of cases exemplify this in relation to the collection 
of moneys due upon policies of marine insurance. In the ordi- 


nary course these are collected from the underwriter by the 


insurance broker to be by him paid over to the shipowner oF 


other person insured, but the actual payment as between under — 
writer and broker is effected by a mutual settlement of their — 
(1 B. & Ad. 605) an assured © 


account. Thus, in Scott v. Jrvy 
residing at Glasgow employed an insurance broker in London to 
recover a loss of £100 frém the underwriter. The broker was” 


indebted to the underwriter in £46 for premiums, and the” 
underwriter deducted this sum from the £100, and paid the” 
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balance of £54 in cash." The broker became bankrupt, and 
never paid the £100 to the assured, who accordingly sued the 
underwriter. It was held that he was entitled to recover the 
sum of £46, which had been allowed in the account between 
the underwriter and broker, but not the sum of £54 which had 
been paid in cash to the broker. If, said Lord Tenrzrpen, O.J., 
the usage of allowing a settlement in account to be a good pay- 
ment were allowed to prevail, it would have the effect of making 
the broker, and not the underwriter, the debtor to the assured 
for the loss. Such a usage could be binding only on those who 
were acquainted with it, and had consented to be bound by it. 
But as to the £54, the authority given by the assured to the 
broker was a general authority to receive payment in cash, and 
to this extent the underwriter had discharged himself. 

Again, in Sweeting v. Pearce (9 O. B. N. 8. 534), the plaintiff, 
a ship-builder in London, employed an insurance broker to 
effect a policy upon a ship at Lloyd’s, and upon a loss happening 
gave the ship’s papers to the broker for the purpose of enabling 
him to adjust the loss with the underwriters. An adjustment 
having taken place, the loss was settled—in accordance with the 
usage prevailing at Lloyd’s, which was’ found to be generall 

own to merchants and shipowners, but which, the jury found, 

as not known to the plaintiff—by the underwriter setting off 
the amount payable upon the policy against the broker's general 
balance for premiums on policies effected by him. The Court of 
Exchequer Chamber, which gave judgment disallowing this as 
a good payment by the underwriter, consisted of WicuTmay, 
Martin, Crompton, and Hut, JJ., and Bramwe.t and Cnan- 
yett, BB. Bramwett, B., pointed out that the legal presump- 
tion as to the nature of the authority given by the assured to 
the broker was that he was to receive poyment by money only, 
jand that a custom which was in contradiction 8 authority 
oa unreasonable. Wicurman, J., said: “ Prima facie, the 
authority to receive money would be to receive payment in cash. 
The usage set up hardly appears to be reasonable, unless the 
principal knows of it, and assents to the settlement of his claim 
upon that footing.” It is to be noticed, however, that the case 
was treated as distinguishable from a stock exchange trans- 
action. ‘‘ With regard to usages of the Stock Exchange,” said 
Bramwett, B., ‘‘if I tell a. broker to purchase such and such 
stock, I impliedly engage him to deal upon terms upon which 
he can deal—that is, according to the usages of the place.” And 
Cnannett, B., too, said that the case of buying shares in a 
particular market was very distinguishable. The result is that 
rsons who are ignorant of the usage at Lloyd’s are not bound 
y it, and if they are aware of the usage it is open to them to 
dissent, though the omission to do so would probably be 
construed as an implied assent (see per Bramwew, B., 
9.0. B. N. 8., p. 541). 

But it seems that the distinction drawn in Sweeting v. Pearce 
between the collection of policy moneys and dealings on the 
Stock Exchange cannot be supported. In Pearson v. Scott (9 
Oh. D. 198) four executors, holding stock in théir names, ted 
their solicitor to sell the stock, and the solicitor instructed a 
stockbroker whom he had employed in Stock Exchange specula- 
tions. The stock was sold by the broker, and the solicitor sent 
him transfers with receipts indorsed, signed by the four execu- 
tors. The broker sent the solicitor a cheque for part of the 
proceeds, and carried the balance to the credit of the solicitor in 
the account between them, an account which was afterwards 
settled by a payment made to the stockbroker. The solicitor 
absconded, and was adjudicated bankrupt, and, upon the 
executors suing the broker, the defence was set up that the sale 
was made subject to the rules of the Stock Exchange, and that, 

ing to these rules, the broker could recognize only the 
person employing him, and was bound to obey his directions as 
to the disposal of the proceeds of a sale. The defence, how- 
















































among other cases, he cited Scott v. Irving and Sweeting v. Pearce 
in support of this opinion. 

A decision to the same effect was Behr by the Court of 
Ap in Blackburn v. Mason (68 L. T. 510), where a country 
broker, acting on behalf of a client, had employed a London ; 
broker to self shares. The London broker set off part of the “s 
proceeds against the indebtedness to him of the country broker, 
and justified this course under an alleged custom, but the Court 
of Appeal rejected the custom as unreasonable. The custom 
meant, said Lord Esuer, M.R., that a London stockbroker could 
pay himself, by means of money belonging to an undisclosed 
principal, a debt owing to. him from a country broker. The 
custom was not satisfactorily proved, and if it was, it was an 
unreasonable custom. “ t,” continued the Master of the 
Rolls, ‘‘is the law in a case where a person deals in a market, 
and is met by an unreasonable custom? . . . A person 
may agree to be bound by an unreasonable custom of a market, 
but he is only bound if, when he entered on the dealing, the 
custom was made known to him and he to be bound.” 
It is clear then that in Stock Exchange cases, a n who is 
bound to pay over money to a principal cannot, by virtue of a 
custom to which the principal has not assented, di e him- 
self by using the money to settle his own account with the 

ent. 

The whole matter is based upon the rule, carefully discussed 
in the judgment of Fay, J.,in Pearson v. Scott (supra) that 


where the holder of money has to it to the agent for the 
person entitled, he ot it to t by a settlement of _ “A 
account between the agent and tothe but he must payitin 7 


earned judge, that the money which is paid to the agent ought 
to find its way to the principal, and that if you intercept that 
money in order to pay the debt which the owes to the 
payer, you diminish the probability of the money finding its 
way from the agent to the ultimate wi tig To the cases alread 
cited he added Zodd v. Reid (4 B. & Ald. 210), where it was 
that the settlement in account was an attempt to pay the debt of 
one person with the money of another, and Bartlett v. Pentland V/ 
(10 B. & OC. 760), where it was held that an authority to receive IZ 
money must be strictly followed, and was not complied with by 
the allowance of a set-off. 

The recent cases of Anderson v. Sutherland and Craig v. Suther- 
land were amply covered by the above authorities, and they 
seem to have been contested with a view to corgeng sn question 
to the House of Lords, though in the face of an array of 
authorities it is very unlikely that a change in the law would 
result. The plaintiffs both employed a broker at Paisley, Anzr- 
cromBrg, to sell shares for them. The broker employed the 
defendant, who is on the London Stock Exchange. e defen- 
dant credited Aszrcromsre with the , the account 
between them having been previously 
The account was 
without having pa’ . 
which shewed that the defendant was affected with notice that 
ABERCROMBIE was acting as broker. P, 'y, therefore, the 
cases Were COV: y Pearson vy. Scott and Blackburn v. Mason. 
The defence, as tn Senn Oa eas Smee as anne oe un- 
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reasonable custom upon ers withou Dome that lac d had 
consented to be bound by it, and on the a ities it was bound 
to fail. The result was made still clearer by the ific find- 
ings of the jury that the defendant knew or ought to have known 
that Anzncromsre was acting as broker, and that the alleged 
custom had not been proved to be wong eg outsiders; it 
was merely a practice between brokers. findings i 
incumbent on the defendant to shew that he had made an actual 
payment to Anerckomare for transmission to his clients, and as 





ever, was rejected by Fry, J., for the reasons put forward in 
the underwriting cases, and, curiously ett without any 
reference to the distinction suggested in Sweeting v. Pearce 
(supra). The custom, he said, is “ that the broker, knowing the 


money which he owes to A. to be really the money of Bs my 


on Ss money in order to pay a debt due to the 
, from A. personally—in words, it is a custom to pay 


one man’s debt out of another man’s money.” Such a custom, 







he could not do this his he remained liable. U principles of 
eal convoionce there sem to be no rena fo quarrel wih 













he thought, could not possibly be upheld as reasonable, and, 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Tue Government proposals for legislation of a specifically legal 
character refer to matters which have already been before Parliament, 
some of them on many occasions. They include the amendment of 
the law relating to employers’ liability and to compensation to work- 
men for accidents suffered in the course of their employment; to the 
admission of the evidence of accused persons ; to bills of sale; to the 
Agricultural Holdings Act; and the revision of the Acts with respect 
to the formation and administration of limited companies. An 
attempt was made by the Attorney-General to bring in the Law of 
Evidence (Criminal Cases) Bill without debate, but it was promptly 
checked. The unfinished state in which the House of Lords Com- 
mittee left the inquiry into the working of the Companies Acts last 
Session does not seem to be very hopeful for any immediate effective 
legislation in that direction. 

The list of Bills brought in by private members includes, as usual, 
several relating to the acquisition of further rights by the occupiers 
of land. General LAuRIZ and Mr. KEARLEY have Bills to give 
facilities to leaseholders for the purchase of the fee simple of their 
holdings; Sir H. ViNcENT has a Bill to give facilities for the acquisi- 
tion by working men of their own dwellings; Mr. ReEs Davies for 
the enfranchisement of the sites of ene ae places of worship; and 
Mr. CHANNING has Bills to amend the law relating to agricultural 
holdings, and to give facilities to industrial and provident and 
incorporated building societies for the purchase of the fee simple of 
their holdings. There are also the following Bills: To amend the 
law regarding preferential payments in bankruptcy (Mr. Kemp); 
for the creation of a Court of Criminal Appeal (Mr. PICKERSGILL) ; 
to amend the law relating to the vacation of seats by members of 
Parliament accepting offices of profit under the Crown (Sir J. 
LEESE); to amend the law relating to the rating of hereditaments 
containing machinery (Mr. SrRacHEY); to extend the jurisdiction of 
the county courts (Mr. Monk); to amend the law of libel (Mr. 
GRIFFITH-BoscAWEN) ; to consolidate and amend the law relating to 
the liability of employers for injuries to their workmen (Mr. Burt) ; 
to make provision for persons suspected of having stolen property in 
their ion (Sir J. B. STONE); and to amend the law with 
regard to compensation due to persons injured in the pursuit of their 
employment or otherwise where the action would lie against « 
foreign shipowner (Mr. Reckitr). Mr. ATHERLEY-JONEs has given 
notice of motion to draw attention to the unsatisfactory working of 
the Judicature Acts and to move, ‘‘ That an humble address be pre- 
sented to her Majesty praying her to appoint a Royal Commission to 
inquire into the administration of justice under the Judicature Acts, 
with a view to secure greater efficiency and economy”; and Mr. E. 
LAWRENCE, on going into Committee of Supply, to call attention to 
the question of judges’ retirement and move a resolution. 








REVIEWS. 
MAGISTRATES’ ANNUAL PRACTICE, 

THE MAGISTRATES’ ANNUAL PRACcTIOE, 1897: BEING A CoMPEN- 
DIUM OF THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO MATTERS OccU- 
PYING THE ATTENTION OF CouRTS OF SUMMARY JURISDICTION. 
WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND Rovzzs, A List or PunisH- 
MENTS, DiARY FOR MaaisTraTEs, &0. By CHARLES MILNER 
ATKINSON, Stipendiary Magistrate for the City of Leeds. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This book has now reached the second year of its existence, and seems 
in a fair way to become an established and recognized handbook for 
those whose business lies in courts of summary jurisdiction. It has 
the great merit of being well ed, so that information on any 

int which is referred to may be found with the least possible delay. 

t is also written in such an easy and simple style that the meaning 
of any one of the numerous statutory provisions dealt with can be 
at once. This simplicity, however, contains a certain 
element of danger, for in giving the effect of a section of an Act of 
Parliament in his own words rather than in the exact words of the 
statute, the autbor runs some risk of occasionally misleading his 
readers. For example, section 9 of the Licensing Act, 1874, provides 
that any person who “‘ opens or keeps open”’ licensed premises during 
the time such premises are required by law to be closed, shall be 
liable to a penalty. On p. 448, however, where the effect of this 
section is given, the words ‘‘or keeps open” are entirely ignored, 
and it is obvious that a charge dalier the section might depend 
them. As a general rule, however, the effect of any statutory 
provision, and of the decisions of the courts thereupon, is given with 
accuracy and clearness, and in a manner which shews the practical 
nature of the author’s acquaintance with his subject. 

It is quite evident that throughout this work the requirements of 

the country practitioner are regarded rather than those of the 


| London practitioner. A considerable number of instances might be 


given in which the law in London differs from what it is in 
of England; and on a great many points, the law, while 
practically the same in London as elsewhere, is nevertheless contained 
in separate Acts applying only to the Metropolis. London lawyers 
will find that in such cases this book is often almost useless, and that 
they must consult some other work. An exsmple of this may be 
given in the way the Metropolis Police Act, 1839, is dealt with, 
Section 54 of that Act is probably the most important statutory 
provision for the maintenance of order and decency in the streets of 
London, but not a line of it is quoted in this book, and its existence 
is only recognized by the words, ‘‘as to offences within the Metro- 
politan Police District, see 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47, 8. 54” (pp. 311, 414). 
All the latest statutes which touch upon matters within the scope 
of the work are carefully paraphrased and commented upon, and 
judicial decisions of a very recent date are noted, so that the book is 
well up to date. When @ modern case is noticed the author appears 
to aim at giving the references to the various current series of 
reports in which the case may be found. This plan, however, hag 
only been very partially carried out, and the WEEKLY REPORTER is 
almost ignored. 


6 rest 





COMPARATIVE LEGISLATION. 


JOURNAL OF THE SocrETY OF COMPARATIVE LEGISLATION. VoL. L 
No.1. Avaust, 1896. Rivington, Percival, & Co. 


The chief feature in this publication is a review, or rather a series 
of summaries, of the legislation of the various parts of the British 
Empire for the year 18965. Some special points of interest are referred 
to in the preliminary note by Sir Courtenay Ibert, and he says, 
with good reason, that the summaries are a storehouse of curious 
and suggestive information for students of comparative politics and 
comparative sociology. Turning to the legislation of Victoria, for 
instance, it appears that an attempt has been made at a system of 
graduated income tax. Incomes are divided according as they are 
derived from personal exertion or from property within the colony, 
the tax being doubled in the latter case and rising in each case at the 
limits of £1,200 and £2,200. South Australia, by the Village Settle- 
ments Acts, is attempting an experiment in rural communism, the 
Government providing lands sufficient to give not more than 160 
acres to each villager. In the same colony the State Children 
Act, 1895, administered by «a State Children’s Couneil, 
forms an elaborate code for the supervision, control, and maintenance 
of convicted, destitute, or neglected children. New Zealand is busy 
in various directions, including the amendment of the Dog Registra- 
tion Act, 1880—under which registration was rendered necessary, @ 
fee of 10s. being paid and a State collar provided—provision for 
cremation, the adoption of children, and the amendment of the law 
of evidence. In this and several other colonies the Sale of Goods Act, 
1893, has been adopted. The Cape Colony has found it 
necessary to an Act for the suppression of witchcraft, 
and it regulates the sale of second-hand goods and Sunday obser- 
vance. We gather from the summary of the Civil Service and Pen- 
sions Fund Act, that engine drivers are members of the Civil Service, 
and are entitled to retire on a pension at fifty. Sierra Leone has 
had to legislate against a human leopard society. These samples of 
the contents of the first article, taken at random, shew the diversity 
of the subjects with which different parts of the Empire are dealing, 
The second article contains information as to the modes of legislation 
in the British Colonies,,in the third Dr. Schuster gives a 
account of the German Civil Code, and the remaining two contain 
notes on the application of European law to natives of India and 
Ceylon, and on the State legislation of America in 1895. In the 
United States, it may be noticed, there is now extensive legislation 
against selling or giving cigars or tobacco to minors, and North 
Dakota has prohibited altogether the sale of cigarettes. Much labour 
has been expended over ae issue, and its contents appear to 
have been carefully compiled. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Brief Aids to the Criminal Law. With Notes on the Procedure 
and Evidence. By Hizton KersHaw, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). (Price 3s.) 

The Law of Distress, 1888, and the New Rules and Tables of Fees, 
with Notes. By Hersert G. Warp, Barrister-at-Law. 
Edition. H. Bridge, 22, Chancery-lane. Price 1s. 

The Humorous Story of Farmer Bumpkin’s Lawsuit. By RicHaRD 
Harris, Q.C. Illustrated by William Harris. ird Edition, 
Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited). 








Mr. Justice Day has been absent from court in consequence of a severe 
cold. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
SERVICE OF PROCESS OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—I am obliged by your courtesy in printing in your last issue 
my letter of the 18th, and by your references to itin “The Page 
that Remains to be Written.” May I be allowed to add: 

1. While it seems unnecessary to discuss technical questions of 
procedure in land and Scotland ively, I am certainly 
under the impression that in England jurisdiction depends to a large 
extent on ability to serve. In Scotland, in the general case, juris- 
diction and ability to serve have no connection with each other. 

2. In my view “reciprocal equality” in the matter alike of 
jurisdiction and of service is what should be aimed at. If your 
journal will use its powerful influence to secure the appointment of a 

ental Committee of experts from the three kingdoms, with 
power to frame a Bill regulating the whole subject, I believe there 
ought to be no real difficulty in settling it within a reasonable time 
by legislation. But 

8. It is not reasonable to ask Scotsmen to allow their rights with 
reference to the courts they are to be sued in to be interf — 
rules made by the English judges. If these rights are to be affec 
it must be by legislation by statute in the ordinary way. 

169, West George-street, Glasgow, Jan. 26. Joun A. SPENs. 

[See observations under head of ‘Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J. ] 





STAMPING STATUTORY RECEIPT OF FRENDLY SOCIETY. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—This question, raised by your correspondent ‘‘ Enquirer” and 
commented on in your paper of the 14th of November last, has 
recently been brou ht to my notice, not for the first time, but much 
nearer the twenty-first. The uniform practice of my firm, like that 
of ‘‘ Enquirer,” been to stamp the statutory receipt of a friendly 
society used instead of a reconveyance with the same ad valorem 
duty as an ordinary reconveyance, and we shall continue to follow 
that practice notwithstanding that it appears from the letter of 
another correspondent in your paper of the following week that the 
Somerset House authorities have adjudicated such a document 
“exempt from duty.” 

Iwould call the attention of ‘“ Enquirer,” should he see this 
letter, to the words in the Schedule to the Stamp Act under sub- 
title 5 of title ‘‘ Mortgage ’—namely, “ veyance, Release, Dis- 
charge, Surrender, Resurrender, Warrant to vacate,” &c. Now, 
while the statutory receipt has, by virtue of section 53 of the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1896 (following the corresponding section 16 
in the repealed Friendly Societies Act, 1875), the effect of a recon- 
veyance, it is, independently of those statutes, a ‘‘ release” or 
* di ge,” and in that respect is liable to the ad valorem duty 
under the sub-title referred to of the Stamp Act. 

I would add that I quite concur in the view adverted to in your 
comment that the Friendly Societies Act gives to the receipt a special 
effect only, and not for the purpose of exemption, for it is absurd to 
suppose that the islature meant to exempt from ad vz/orem duty 
the receipt when as a reconveyance, and yet deny exemption to 
the reconveyance itself, and the rest of the species named in the sub- 
title. In one word, the Friendly Societies Acts simply give to the 
statutory receipt the operation of a deed of reconveyance, nothing 
more. An OLD SUBSCRIBER. 


aa 











NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpsr i Court. 
Thureday, the 21st of January, 1897. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Romer, 
and Mr. Justice Byrne respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Romer, should, for the p only of hearing 
or of trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice Byrne; Now I, the Right 
Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britaia, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set 
forth in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the eaid Mr. 
Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. 
Justice Romer to Mr. Justice Byrne for the purpose only of hearing or of 
trial, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to 
be drawn up by jong ory) and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norrn. 


1896. 
Pusey v Sweet 1895 P 2,055 June 22 


Milne v West Australian Minerals, &c, Co, 1d 1895 M 1,648 June 24 
Fitzwilliams v Lewis 1896 F 855 June 25 
Caines v Puntis 1895 © 320 June 26 

In re the Dunlop Truffault Oycle, &&, Oo motn June 26 
Trotter v Olark 1896 T J 
Pneumatic Tyre Co, ldv Lee 1895 P 


2,83: : 
Same Co, ld v Fleetwood Tyre Co, ld 1896 P 218 June 30 
Elliot v Bassett 1896 E 384 July 6 
Saunders v Price 1896 S 1,759 July ll 
Popham v Brooks 1896 P 984 July 11 
De Vulitch v Sutherst 1895 D 2,093 July 11 
Mossop v Croxtord 1896 M 1,763 14 
Duleep Singh v Hill 1895 S 4,092 July 14 


The Sou Norwood, &c, Council y Mousted 1896 S 1,668 July 15 
Pollard v Weicher 1896 P 537 July 21 

Tles v Lewin 1895 I 1,707 July 25 

Leggett v Gardiner 1895 L 2,059 July 27 

In reCarter Oarterv Lake 1896 C 870 July 27 
Lockyer v Harvey & Co 1896 L 473 July 29 

Short v Montefiore 1896 8S 1,659 July 31 


Dawson v Thom Thom v Dawson 1896 D 500 July 31 
The Rand d’Or es, ldv 1896 R 116 Aug il 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From. Mr. Justice Srraiie. 


1896, 
Lowe, the younger v Sanders 1895 L 2,319 April 2 
New Moss Colliery Co v Manchester, &c, Ry 1896 N 
Lowe v Sanders 1896 L 656 May 19 
Wilding v Sanderson 1896 W 907 May 20 
Wainwright vSutton 1896 W 488 June l 
Wainwright v Miller 1896 W 490 Junel 
Labouchere v Webb 1896 L 582 June5 
Barnes v Story 1896 B 617 June8 
S Fitton & Son v Hamlyn 1896 F 290 June9 
Earl of Dudley v Lowe 1893 D 921 June 10 
McMahon v Bond 1896 M 1,124 June 12 
Symons v Ramsay petn entered in Witness List June 13 
Automatic Diversions, &e v Urry 1895 A 607 June 16 
Mayor, &c, of Hastings v Taylor 1895 H 290 June 16 
Blott v Cowen 1896 B 95 June 19 
Vanderpant v Arnold 1895 V 651 June 20 
Whalley v Dawson 1896 W 849 June 24 
Dale v Sellick 1896 D 473 June 26 
Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v Gregson 1896 P 365 June 30 
In re Hodgson, Cobbold v Hodgson 1895 H 2,296 July 2 
Morris v Kysow 1895 M 3,476 July 3 
Whitlark v Dawes 1896 W 209 July 9 
Felix Hadley & Co, ld v F Hadley 1895 F 2,704 July 10 
Jackson v The Cargo Fleet Iron Co,ld 1896 J 495 July 14 
Gippsv Wynne 1896 G 271 July 14 
Rose v N 1895 R 2,174 July 15 
Horwood v Inskip 1895 H 3,889 July 16 
Jarvis vJarvis 1896 J 174 July 18 
Anderson v Manchester, Sheffield, &c, Ry Co 1895 A 1,514 July 20 
Maconochie v J Livingston & Son 1896 M 1,422 July 20 
Ind, Coope, & Oo, 1d v Davies 1896 I 703 July 21 
Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v English Cycle Co 1896 P 693 July 22 
Parry v Bulkeley 1896 P 390 Aug4 
Viscount Hood v Coulson 1896 H 952 Aug4 
Radcliffe v Mayor, &c, of Plymouth 1896 R 1,150 Aug5d 
In re Tiffin, Tiffin v Hamilton 1895 T 1,937 Aug 5 
Hewitt v Wyand 1896 H 1,550 Aug 6 
Attorney-Gen v Kirk 1896 A 1,869 Augé 

THIRD SCHEDULE, 
From Mr. Justice Kexzwicu. 

1896. 
Barnes v Haynes 1895 B 4,678 June 16 
Whitfield v Whitfield, &c, 1d 1895 W 3,715 June 18 
Plant v Bourne 1896 P 674 _June 19 
British Natural, &c, Assoc. ld v Bywater 1896 B 284 June 22 
London General Omnibus Co, 1d v Hines 1896 L 656 June 29 
Blandy-Jenkins v Earl of Dunraven 1896 J 1,288 June 30 
Fell v Warburton 1896 F 428 July 4 
Coleman v Bucks & Oxon Union Bank 1896 C 943 July 6 
Wilson v Aldwinckle 1896 W 712 July 16 
Foat v Clark 1896 F 203 July 16 
Groome v Ricci 1895 G 2,211 July 20 
Paulv Paul 1895 P 2,767 July 27 
Lock v Marie Rose Gold Mining Co, Jd 1896 L 413 July 29 
In re Holt In reRollason Holtv Holt 1895 H 1,303 July 31 
Watts v Hauslope Parish Council 1896 W 201 Aug 3 
Cooley v Holt 1896 C 1,647 Aug 3 
In re Howlett Rose v Forster 1896 H 740 Aug4 
Jamieson & Co v Jamieson 1896 J 508 Aug4 
In re Williams Williams v Barcroft 1895 W 815 Aug4 
Dean v Sercombe, Son, & Co 1896 D 281 Augé 
White v Weston 1896 W 243 Aug4 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 
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1896. 
Richards v Kirk 1896 R 832 July 9 
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Bass, Ratcliff, &c, ld v Judah 1896 B 2,356 July 20 ou 
Phe Deptford Colour, &c, Syndicate, ld v Saunders 1896 D 897 July 24 Court of Appeal. rel 
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a cae Petition, 1895, No 10,920 petn entered in Witness List This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Wills and in 
Mitchell v J Beach, junr 1896 M 1,290 Aug 5 Wright, JJ.) on a special case stated by quarter sessions. At the / thi 


Ratcliff v Gleadowe 1896 R 650 Avg7 
Browne v Beck 1896 B 2,120 Aug8 
Davies v Towneend 1896 D 726 Aug 10 
Wood vIve 1896 W 1,639 Aug 10 
Lock v Campbell 1896 1,326 Aug 11 
Carlisle Cafe Co, 1d v Muse Bros & Co 1896 
Hunt vFripp 1896 H 1,623 Aug 13 
Farmer v School Board for London 1896 F 

Hallett v Musgrave 1895 H 2,734 Sept 19 

Tanner v Tanner 1895 T 836 Sept 30 

In re The Bulfontein Sun Diamond Mines, 1d, &c (expte Albert Cooper) 


O 
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2,080 Aug 12 
Sept 3 


motion Oct 1 
Hutton v Mines Contract Co,ld 1895 H 333 Oct 26 
J Lyons & Sons v Wilkins 1896 L 153 Oct 26 


Paget v Schwabe 1869 P 1,109 Oct 27 
In re Allison’s Patent, No 8,618 of 1895 


Oct 31 

Raby v Budd 1896 R 346 Nov7 

Royv Roy 1896 R 663 Nov10 

Sheppard v Cooke 1896 S 745 Nov 12 

In re Brouncker Carnegie vy Brouncker 1896 B 961 Nov13 
Nitrate Co v Lagunas Syndicate, 1d 1896 L 1,196 Nov 14 

Wood v B Verity & Sons 1895 W 3,425 Nov 16 

Pye Smith v Marriott 1896 P .1,806 Nov16 

London General Omnibus Co, ld v Death 1896 L 

Watkins v Fitzmaurice 1896 W 2,065 Nov 21 

De Barreto v Ridley 1896 D 1,179 Nov 21 

Howland v Dover Harbour Board 1896 H 3,010 Nov 23 

Walsall Rural District Council vy Hughes 1896 W 2,431 Nov 27 

Beasley v Klingelhofer 1896 K 3,969. Decl 

Wadey v City & Suburban, &c, Co, ld 1896 W 2,308 Dec 4 

Pneumatic Tyre Co, 1d v Woodbridge & Co 1896 P 617 Dec4 

Same Co vGoodman & Son 1896 P 1,461 Dec4 

a v The Urban District Council of Carshalton 1896 H 1,816 
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petn entered in Witness List 
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Orpgr or Court. 
Thursday, the 21st day of January, 1897. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, in pursuance of the Rules of the Supreme Court, December, 1886. 
do hereby order that on and after the 19th day of January, 1897, until 

order, every cause or matter in the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice, commenced in the District Registry of Liverpool or the 
District Registry of Manchester, shall be marked with the name of the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne, one of the judges of the Chancery 
Division. And do also order that all causes and matters in the Chancery 
Division now proceeding in the said district registries, and assigned to 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, be transferred to the said Mr. Justice Byrne, but 
that, nevertheless, the two actions mentioned in the schedule hereto shall 
remain with Mr. Justice Kekewich, but for trial or hearing only. 


Scugpute or Actions Rerarnep ny Mr. Justices Kexewicn. 


Jones, Brothers, & Co. v. Hallworth & Sons 


In re Hilton, Webster v. Braxton Hatssvry, O. 





THE FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
Orper 1 Counci. 
15th day of January, 1897. 


Whereas by the twentieth section of ‘‘The Finance Act, 1894, it is 
enacted that her Majesty the Queen may, by Order in Council, apply that 
section to any British Possession, where her Majesty is satisfied that, by 
the law of such possession, no duty is leviable in respect of property 
situate in the United Kingdom when passing on death. And whereas her 
Majesty is satisfied that by the law of the Province of Quebec, in the 
Dominion of Canada, no duty is leviable in respect of property situate in 
the United Kingdom when passing on death. Now, therefore, her 
Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the power by the aforesaid Act in 
her Majesty vested, is pleased, by and with the advice of her Privy Coun- 
cil, to order, and it ishereby ordered, that the twentieth section of ‘‘ The 
Finance Act, 1894,” shall apply to the aforesaid Province of Quebec in 
the Dominion of Canada. C. L. Pest. 








The list of House of Lords appeals for the next sittings consist of 19 
cases, of which 17 are English 2 are Scotch appeals. There are four 
cases awaiting judgment. 





| 


quarter sessions for the county of Montgomery held on the 2nd of Jan- | 
uary, 1896, an appeal by the Dean and Chapter of St. Asaph against a 
certain poor rate was heard, the respondents being the overseers of the 
parish of Llanrhaiadr-yn-Mochnant and the Assessment Committee of 
Llanfyllin Union. The assessment committee hadin the year 1895 assessed 
the appellants in respect of certain tithe rent-charge at the gross estimated 
rental of £280 2s. 2d., and the rateablevalue of £233 5s., and the overseers 
made a rate in accordance with such assessment. The gross amount pay. 
able to the appellants in respect of the tithe rent-charge for the year 
1895 was £280 2s. 2d., and the questions in the appeal related solely to the 
deductions which ought to be made therefrom in order to arrive at the net 
rateable value. The deductions made by the assessment committee were 


as follow: Poor rate, £30 13s. 2d.; 4 per cent. for collection, &c., 
‘The court of quarter sessions 


£11 4s.; repairs ca » £5. 
allowed the deduction of £30 13s. 2d. in respect of poor rate. The court 


also found that a deduction should be made for (1) remuneration of 
collector, (2) legal costs and out-of-pocket expenses, (3) bad debts and 
irregularity in payments, (4) tenants’taxes; ahd with respect to these 
the CoUEE ONaETE that the amount of the deduction should be 4 per cent. 
off the gross estimated rental. The court also held that a further 
deduction should be made for tenants’ profits, and that the amount of this 
deduction should be 1 per cent. off the gross estimated rental. The court 
further held that a deduction should be made in respect of the liability of 
the Dean and Chapter, as owners of the rectorial tithe rent-charge of the 
said parish, to repair the chancel of the parish church of the said parish, 
and that the amount of that deduction should be 1 per cent. off the gross 
estimated rental. A practice to this effect was proved by evidence called 
before the court. The questions for the opinion of the Queen’s Bench 
Division were whether the court of quarter sessions was right (1) in 
ing an allowance for tenants’ profits in addition to the allowances 
for remuneration of collector, &c. ; (2) in making an allowance in respect 
of any liability of the appellants to repair the chancel of the parish 
church. No question was raised on the special case with regard to the 
liability to repair the cathedral. The Divisional Court held that no dedu 
erly be allowed either in res . - — r in 
a 7 21 church, but gave 
. The following cases were tea 
in @ : : ees of the Poor of St. John's, Hackney 
(6 W. R. 367, 800; E. B. & E.1, 27 L. J. M. C. 233), Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board v. Overseers of Liverpool (22 W. R. 184, L. R. 9 Q. B. 84). 
Tur Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.RK., and Lorzs and Curry, L.JJ.) held 
that the Divisional Court were right on both points, and dismissed the 
appeal.—CounseL, Macmorran, Q.C., and Stevenson S. Moore ; Marshall, 
Q.C., and Ellis J. Grifith. Soxicrrors, E. W. J. Peterson ; Robbins, Billing, 
§ Co., for Pughe § Jones, Lianfyllin. 
{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re ISAAC, CRONBACH ». ISAAC. No. 2. 22nd Jan. 


Practice—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—DeErenDANT TrusTaEs—SEVERANCE OF 
Derence—Costs—DEpPRIVATION—DiscrETION OF CouRT—UNREASONABLE 
Carryinc On or Procegpincs—R.8.C. 65, 1 


This was an appeal of the defendant, Saul Isaac, one of the executors 
and trustees of the will of the testator, Samuel Isaac, from a decision of 
Kekewich, J., whereby his lordship had directed that in an administra- 
tion action one set of costs only should be paid to the trustees out of the 
estate, and that those should be paid to the other trustee, Lewis Solomon, 
to the exclusion of Isaac. The testator’s will and codicil, dated the 3rd 
of July, 1886, and the'10th of November, 1886, respectively, were proved 
by two of the executors named therein, Meesrs. Isaac and Solomon, power 
being reserved to the others tecomeinand prove. The testator, on the 15th 
of November, 1886, executed a voluntary settlement in favour of practically 
the same persons as were beneficiaries under the will. He died on the 
22nd of November, 1886. The deceased was a contractor to the Mersey 
Railway Co., and it was stated that shortly after his death his brother, 
Saul Isaac, endeavoured to get those contracts transferred to himself for his 
own benefit. An action was commenced by writ issued the 14th of 
December, 1886, for the administration of the trusts of r’s will. 
Judgment in the on the of April, 1887. The 
chief clerk’s certificate was filed the 12th of August, 1895, and the further 
consideration came on for hearing on the 28th of March, 1896, when 
Kekewich, J., made the order now appealed-from. On the 14th of 
November, 1887, the defendant Isaac changed his solicitors, and from 
that date until the 22nd of November, 1892, the executors were repre- 
sented by Messrs. Grover, Humphreys, & Son. Isaac being dissa’ 
with the long delay, withdrew retainer on the latter date and put his 
own name on the record. On the 24th of January, 1894, he a 
Mr. Ernest Bevir as his solicitor, and he has continued to act for ever 
since. No further evidence was before the court to explain why the 
trustees urse 
a) that unless severance per s¢ 


n lor 
misconduct, the trustees 
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were entitled to their costs in their proper shares. If the gm we were 
deprived of his costs, this curious anomaly would arise: The estate was 
not yet fully wound up, and Isaac was ordered to get in some of the 
outstanding assets; was he to give his services in this gratuitously ? They 
relied upon Course v. Humphrey (26 Beav. 402, 7 W. R. Dig. 3), and 
Attorney-General v. Wyville (28 Beav. 464, 9 W. R. Dig. 63). 

Tur Oovrr (Linpizy, A. L. Saurrx, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed the 


e judgment of the court was delivered by 

Linviey, L.J.—This is an unfortunate appeal about costs, and the first 
question which arises is whether the ap is competent. The case is 
this. [His lordship shortly stated the facts?and continued:—] In the 
order on further consideration, the costs were dealt with by learned 
judge in this way. One set of costs only was given to the trustees, and 
they were to be paid to Mr. Solomon to the exclusion of Mr. Isaac. Mr. 
Isaac appeals from that order, and the appeal is based on i of 
ord. 65, r. 1, relating to costs, which says: ‘* Subject to the provisions of 
the Acts and these rules, the costs of and incident to all proceedings iu 
the Supreme Oourt, including the administration of estates and trusts, 
shall be in the discretion of the court or judge oor that nothing 
herein contained shall deprive an executor, tor, trustee, or 
mortgagee who has not unreasonably instituted or carried on or resisted 
any proceedings, of any right to costs out of a particular estate or fund 
to which he would be entitled according to the rules hitherto acted upon 
in the Chancery Division.’’ On this order, as it stands, the effect is to 
deprive Mr. Isaac of all his costs, because only one set of costs was allowed, 
and the whole of them are to go to one trustee.. The question is whether 
on the evidence before the learned judge Mr. Isaac had unreasonably 
carried on these proceedings. Messrs. Isaac and Solomon severed in their 
defence for a good and sufficient reason; for some time they worked 
together, and then Isaac for some reason which is unexplained employed 
a separate solicitor. Primé facie, that is conduct which requires explana- 
tion; but the question is whether the court ought to act on that without 
giving him an opportunity of explaining his conduct. There is no 
evidence on the subject, and it would be going too far to deprive a 
trustee of his costs on that ground, and therefore the appeal is competent 
and the costs are in the discretion of the court. We have come to the 
conclusion that there is no ground for judicially depriving Mr. Isaac ot 
bis costs upon tho evidence ; he asks that the costs may be apportioned 
between him and his co-trustee, but we are met with the difficulty that 
the effect of that might be to deprive Mr. Solomon of costs to which he is 
entitled for what he has done. Mr. Farwell pointed out in the course of 
the argument that he had no desire to do that, but he only wished to 
secure to his client such costs as were attributable to his services, and he 
said that Mr. Isaac had been directed to take proceedings to get in some 
of the assets, and had got them in, and the costs of so doing could not 
properly be paid to Mr. Solomon. On turning the matter over in our 
minds and consulting with the taxing-master, we are not satisfied with 
the order asked for. We vary the order, therefore, and direct that one 
set of costs only shall be given and shall be ———- by the taxing- 
master between Messrs. Isaac and Solomon, with the addition of these 
words, ‘‘ but so as only to give to Mr. Isaac costs for work actually done 
by him.’? Then, with to the costs of the appeal. There will be 
no order as to the costs, except that the respondents, other than Solomon, 
that is to say Mr. Jessel’s clients, shall have their costs of the appeal out 
of the estate. Appeal allowed.—Oounsgt, Farwell, Q.C., and Rowden ; 
Warrington, Q.C., and Borthwick ; A. H. Jessel. Soxtcrrors, Ernest Bevir ; 
Grover, Humphreys, § Son ; McDiarmid § Teather. 

[Reported by W. Saaticross Goppanp, Barrister-at-Law.1 


FAIRCLOUGH & SONS v. THE MANCHESTER SHIP CANAL CO. No. 2. 
21st Jan. 


Paactice—InsuncTIoOnN—WILFUL, on Oasvat AND AccrpEnTaL D1soBEDIENCE 
—ComPpany—SgqQuesTRaTION OF Property. 


Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J.' The plaintiffs are owners of 
mills situate on the river Mersey. On the 4th of November last, Keke- 
wich, J., ordered that a sequestration should —_—o— the property of 
the canal company, on the ground that they preted an order 
made by him in the action on the Ist of November, 1894, perpetually 
restraining them from abstracting or diverting from the river Mersey, or 
allowing to flow therefrom into their canal, such a quantity of water as 
would diminish the downward flow past Howley Quay in any twenty-four 
hours by greater —— than are authorized by the Manchester Ship 
Canal Act, 1885. From this order the canal company appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Rvussett or Kritowsny, C.J. ne | ae and A. L. 
Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, and arrived at the conclusion, on the 
facts that the defendants did not abstract or divert from the river 
Mersey, and did not allow to flow therefrom into their canal a greater 
ev of water in any twenty-four hours than was authorized by the 

chester Ship Canal Act, 1885—that is to say, ten million cubic feet. 
On the question of sequestration, the judgment of the Court, delivered by 

Lord Russzt, C.J., continued as follows: The result, therefore, is that 
the order for sequestration wi'l be set aside, the appeal allowed, and the 
plaintiffs must pay the defendants’ costs in the court below and in this 
court. To oae other point we desire to advert. The plaintiffs are here 
seeking to sequestrate the property and effects of the defendant company. 
The ground of that application is that the defendants have committed a 
contempt of court by wilful disobedience of an order of the court. The 
case is as if it were sought to commit a private individual to prison for 
a. We to make it clear that i casual or 





























conduct was not intentional or reckless, but merely casual and accidental 
and committed under circumstéti¢es which negative any suggestion of 
contumacy, while it might visit an pe party with costs and might 
orderan inquiry as to it would take the extreme course of 
issuing an order either of commitment or of sequestration. To justify so 
sag ated, etn the court must be satisfled that a contempt of court 
has been committed—in other words, that its order has been contuma- 
ciously disregarded. Appeal allowed.—Counsat, Moulton, Q.C., and Leigh 
Clare ; Warmington, Q.C., and 7. R. Hughes. Sortcrrons. Grundy, Ker- 
shaw, Saxon, Samson, $ Oo.; Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart, for Wilson ¢ Cowie, 


Liverpool. 
(Reported by W. S#ittozoss Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re STEVENS, COOK v. STEVENS. North, J. 26th Jan. 


Exsecurorn—De.ay 1x Taxina ovr Prosate—Witrut, Deravir—Acrtine 
as Execuror. 


Gardner Christopher Stevens made his will on the 12th of February, 
1880, and appointed Charles Frederick Stevens, Matthew Sallitt Emerson, 
and John Sewell executors. The testator died on the 23rd of December, 
1882, and the will was proved by O. F. Stevens alone on the 15th of 
October, 1889. The testator was entitled to a policy of £676 in the 
Scottish Widows Assurance Office payable on the 2lst of March, 1883. 
This sum was paid on the 18th of November, 1889, with £45 Is. 4d, 
interest at the rate of 1 per cent. from the 21st of March, 1883, to the 
21st of November, 1889. Meanwhile interest at the rate of 5 per cent, 
was paid upon a debt due by the testator. Emerson was a solicitor and 
denied that he had acted as an executor, but he had acted as solicitor for 
Stevens who subsequently proved the will with regard to certain actions 
against the estate of the testator. All the three executors 
= - = rene 4 letter to the —e Widows ern neger wreed on the 

th of July, . uesting e policy moneys 
Messrs. ous “ was Gam creditors of the testator, but the society 
declined to make the payment until probate was taken out. 
action by one of the residuary my ay foe! an administration decree 
against both Stevens and Emerson upon the footing of wilful default. 

Nortu, J., said that ranc nt safely haye paid the 
executors, a8 W 




















né 0 tt n the will 

nothing else. Cases had been cited in which acts were done in another 
character than that of executor, but in all those cases there was a principal 
for whom the agent might act. If Stevens had proved, Emerson might 
havoosted os hisngent, PSb how eautany atthe Chstanees Seaeaerne 
letter be said to write as agent for the others? In lordship’s opinion 
they clearly acted as executors. But an account was asked on the footing 
of wilful default. It was said the delay in getting in the policy moneys 
constituted wilful default, but no loss accrued to the estate, as the 

sum was received. It was said there was a breach of trust because 


money had been got in earlier it might have been in 
aden beating fatten at 5 percent. That was mot Piitul dathalt 85 his 


lordship’s judgment. Not proving the will could not be said to be wilful 
default. The was too remote. The action must be 
dismissed with costs so far as wilful default. As both defendants 


had resisted the decree for they must pay the costs of that 

part of the case, and the costs must be set off.—OounszL, Everitt, Q.C., 

and Butcher ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and @. James. Soxicrrors, 8. 8. Seal, 

for Steavenson, Darlington; White ¢ Co., for M.S. Emerson, Norwich. 
[Reported by G. B, Hamittow, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WEEKES’ SETTLEMENT. Romer, J. 20th Jan. 


Wiu1—Girr ror Lirs—Powsr to Disrose—Dezravit or ArporIntwENT— 
Gurr ny Imp.ication. 


Summons. This was a summons to obtain payment out of court of a 
sum of consols and cash representing the balance of the purchase-money 
paid by the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Co. on their 
taking under their statutory powers certain lands belonging to Brookside 
Farm, in the parish of Enfield, Stissex. By one of the settlements made 
in 1857 on the marriage of Miss Emily Mary Weekes with James Slade, 
certain real estate to which she was entitled in reversion under the will of 
her father, who died in 1847, and which included the above mentioned 
Brookside Farm, was settled on the wife, Emily Mary Slade, for life, and 
after her death to such uses as she should by will appoint, and in default 
of such appointment, to the who would have been entitled b 
descent in case she had died intestate and a widow. She died in 1885, 
and by her will she gave the property in question to her husband for his 
life, and gave him ** power to of all such property by will none 
our children in accordance with the power to him as 
property which I have under my marriage settlement.” B 
reference was made to another settlemen eir of 
certain personal estate which was settled on the usual trusts for the 


husband and wife, with joint of t among children, 
in default, as the survivor chou appoint among them. ‘There 
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children of the marriage under their .mother’s will in default of the 
exercise by their father of his power of appointment. This was resisted 
by A. J. Slade, who, as heir of his mother, claimed under the settlement 
1857. The general proposition relied on by the applicants was that if 
there is a power to appoint among certain objects, but no gift to those 
objects, and no gift over in default of appointment, the court implies a 
trust for, or a gift to, those objects equally if the power be not exercised. 
Romer, J., after stating the facts, said that in his opinion the children 
did not take by implication in default of appointment. That, apart from 
authority, he should hold that what in the case before him was conferred 
upon the husband was a mere power, and not a power coupled with a 
trust that he was bound to exercise—that there was no indication of 
intention that the children were to take if the husband did not exercise 
feed meet ¥ In_his lordship’s opinion the authorities did not shew any 
and fast rule that ba gift in a will to A, for life, with a power to him 
pe a class and nothing more, must, if thére be no over 
: net by implication to the class in défault of the 
powe: : sed. To support this if must be shewn that the testator 
: : he nature of a trust. His lordship | 
cases W. q 760 ted. S Irish case, Healy v. 
(1853, 3 Ir. C. L. Rep. 213), was a distinct authority aga the 
proposition. In Brown v. Higgs (1799, 4 Ves. jun. 708, 5 Ves. jun. 
95), and on appeal before Lord Eldon (8 Ves. jun. 561), and in Burrough v. 
Philcoz (1840, 5 My. & Cr. 73) the decisions rested on the ground of there 
being a — intention to benefit a class, the particular individuals to be 
selected by another, and that selection not having been made, the court 
would carry out the general intention in favour of the class. The decisions 
in Witts v. Boddington (1790, 3 Br. C. C. 94), and in Forbes v. Ball (1817, 3 
Mer. 437), rested on the special words of the particular wills in question, 
and in Birch v. Wade (1814, 3 V. & B. 178), the words were very similar to 
those in Forbes v. Ball. Re Caplin'’s Will (1865, 2 Dr. & Sm. 527) was a 
case where there was a gift to a class, the selection to be made by the 
donee of the power and Re White’s Trusts (1860, John. 656) was on the 
same footing—and lastly, Butler v. Gray (1869, 18 W. R. 193, 5 Oh. App. 
26), was @ special case where there was a sufficient indication that the 
was to take in any event. For these reasons his lordship held that 
in the t case there was no gift by implication in default of appoint- 
ment by the husband.—Counse., attisson; Micklem; J. T. Prior. 
Soxricrrons, Nicol, Son, § Jones ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co. ; Rose & Co. 
[Reported by Ratzcu B. Parturorrs, Barrister-at-Law. | 






MITCHELL v. FOSTER. Romer, J. 26th Jan. 


Pantnensuip—DissoiuTIoN—CovENANT TO MAKE PAYMENTS OUT OF Prorits 
—Imp.rep Covenant Nor To Dissotve PartNeRsuHiP. 


Action. By indenture dated the 15th of June, 1893, and made between 
the — of the first part, the defendant Foster of the second part, and 
the defendant Williams of the third part. the plaintiff in consideration of 
£500 covenanted to be paid to him by Foster, and also of £1,000 then 
paid and of £1,500 covenanted to be paid, to him by Williams, entered 
into certain covenants with the defendants in effect to assign to them the 
en share and interest in a medical partnership then subsisting 

ween him and Foster, and the assets thereof as from the 3lst of Decem- 
ber, 1892. And Foster covenanted to pay the plaintiff 75 per cent. of his 
ehare of all profits under his new partnership with Williams over £1,000 
per annum until £500 with certain interest was paid. And Williams 
covenanted to pay the plaintiff 50 per cent. of his share of the profits of 
such partnership over £500 per annum until £1,500 with certain interest 
was paid, and to take out and keep up a policy of insurance on his life for 
£1,000, and to secure the payment of such £1,500 by a mortgage of the 
policy to the plaintiff. And by the same indenture the defendants agreed 
that they should become partners in the practice of medicine and surgery 
upon the terms and conditions therein set forth, which provided (inter alia) : 
(1) The said nership shall be for a term of twenty-one years from 
the Ist day of January, 1893, but either partner may determine the same 
at the expiration of five or fourteen years from the said Ist of January, 
1893, by giving to the other six calendar months’ previous notice in writ- 
ing of his intention so to do; (20) If either partner shall 
compound with his creditors or do or suffer any act which, 
having regard to the legal duties of partners and to the nature 
of the partnership business and to the provisions herein contained, 
shall be admitted or determined by arbitration to be a just ground for 
dissolution, the other partner may elect to have the partnership dissolved 
on such terms and with such directions and restrictions on either partner 
as (in default of agreement) may be awarded ; and (22) In the event of the 
determination of the partnership either by the expiration of the twenty- 
one years, or by notice as in clause 1 provided, or otherwise, a general 
account was directed to be taken, and all moneys payable under the pro- 
visions thereinbefore contained out of the profits of the partnership were 
to be forthwith paid or provided for. It appeared that the partnership 
was dissolved by agreement in writing in December, 1895, without the 
plaintiff’s consent, and, as he alleged, in breach of the defendants’ agree- 
ment with him, and he claimed to have been thereby precluded from 
obtaining any of the payments to which he was entitled under the inden- 
ture as aforesaid. The action was thereupon brought by him for 
an account and for payment of what should be found due. 
Ph yee J., said that there was an implied covenant by the defendants 
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contemplation of the parties that he should promise,’’ and M’Intyre vy. 
Belcher (11 W. R. 889, 14 C. B. N. 8. 654) was also an authority for the 
implication being made. Foster and Williams entered into an agreement 
to dissolve ——s before the time for determining it had arrived, 
That was plainly a voluntary act on Foster’s part and a breach of his 
implied covenant, for which the plaintiff was entitled to recover damages. 
Williams tried to make out a case of compulsion, and alleged breaches of 
the partnership articles by Foster which made it impossible to continue 
the partnership, but he had failed to satisfy the court that that was so, 
and his act must be treated as voluntary and a breach of his implied 
covenant. Inquiry asto damages directed.—Counsgi, Levett, Q.C., and 
Perey Wheeler ; Macnaghten ; Butcher. Sorictrons, Sandom, Kersey, § Knight ; 
C. W. Dommett § Son; Hunters § Haynes. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CRAIG v. SUTHERLAND. Lord Russell, C.J. 22nd and 26th Jan. 


PrincipaAL AND AGENT—STOCKBROKER— UNDISCLOSED PrinorpAL—Account 
BETWEEN LONDON AND Country Broker—Set-orr—Country Broxrr 
BECOMES A DErAULTER—Rv.LEs OF THE Stock Excuance—LiIABiLity oF 
Lonpon Broker To Principat. 


Commercia! cause. This action, by consent, was tried by Lord Russell, 
C.J., without a jury. The plaintiff sought to recover £195, money had 
and received for his use by the defendant, a member of the London Stock 
Exchange, being the amount of the proceeds of the sale of certain shares, 
the property of the plaintiff. The defendant received his instructions to 
sell the shares from a country broker named Abercrombie, to whom the 
plaintiff had entrusted the shares to sell for him. Abercrombie, it 
appeared, did not inform Sutherland that he was acting as agent for the 
plaintiff, or in fact for any one, and after receiving credit for the shares 
did not account to Craig for the proceeds of the sale, and subsequently 
absconded. The defendant, on being sued by the plaintiff, denied 
liability, on the ground that there was no privity of contract between 
himself and that gentleman, and further, that having paid Abercrombie a 
cheque for £182, part of the proceeds of the stock in question in settle- 
ment of an account between them, he was, according to a recognized cus- 
tom of the Stock Exchange, absolved to that amount from any liability to 
the principal, and he sought to shew that he had thereby specifically 
remitted the proceeds of the shares to the country broker, against whom 
alone, he submitted, the plaintiff had a cause of action. 

Lord Russrt1, O.J., in delivering his considered judgment, said that 
the question was one of very great importance, not only to the members 
of the Stock Exchange, but to the public generally. That institution had 
been trying for many years to constitute itself an imperium in imperio. 
They had often tried to establish their rules as binding not only on their 
own members—as they had a perfect right to do—but also to enforce them 
against outsiders. The authorities shewed, however, that in no case had 
they so far succeeded in doing so in a court of law. There was no doubt 
that Craig had employed Abercrombie to sell the stock in question, and 
there was ample evidence to shew that the defendant knew, or ought to 
have known, that Abercrombie in instructing him to sell was acting as 
agent or broker for another—in other words, for a principal. That dis- 
posed of the first defence set up. The other defence, which was also 
pleaded in Anderson v. Sutherland—a similar action to this, except that in 
that case there only existed a mere book entry to shew that the defendant 
had accounted to Abercrombie for the proceeds of the sale of the plain- 
tiff’s shares when settling accounts together—the present defendant 
pleaded that according to the custom of the Stock Exchange a settlement 
on account with the country broker absolved the members of that institu- 
tion from liability to a principal. The jury last week, in that case found, 
on the evidence given, that this alleged custom was in fact not a custom 
but a mere practice on convenience, and it could not, therefore, be 
binding in any way upon an outsider, as the defendant contended, even 
assuming that it was proved that the plaintiff knew of it, and agreed to it 
by permitting the sale to take place according to the rules of the Stock 
Exchange, without eoplatins with the London broker that this mode of 
settling accounts should not be employed, so far as that particular trans- 
action was concerned. It was also sought to shew that the defendant had 
specifically remitted the proceeds of these shares to the country broker, but 
this view of the accounts was denied. He had carefully considered that 
question, and must hold that there was no specific payment to the country 
broker, and therefore the plaintiff would succeed. His lordship then 
pointed out that it did not seem to be generally understood by brokers 
what steps they ought to take to protect themselves from such a liability 
as was involved by the present action. If the London broker knew or 
had reason to believe that the country broker had a principal behind him, 
he must either make up his mind to trust tohis solvency and character for 
bond fides, or he must make specific remittances to the country broker in 
respect of the stocks or shares entrusted to him for realization. He 
should enter judgment for the plaintiff, but in view of the importance of 
the question, execution would be stayed.—Counset, Lawson Walton, Q.C. ; 
T. Willes Chitty and Vivian Morten; Sir E. Clarke, Q.0., and 2. Forbes 
Lancaster. Soxicrrors, Morten, Culter, § Co. ; Morley, Shireff, $ Co. 


[Reported by Exsxixe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.} 
MANDERS v. MANDERS. Div. Court. 21st Jan. 


Summary Junispiction (Marrrep Women) Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. o. 
39), 8. 11—Convicrion—Onver or Macisraatas—Procepure on APPRat. 


This was a case stated by the justices for the borough of Louth under 
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the Sammary Jurisdiction Act, 1879. Ata court of summary jurisdiction 
sitting in the said borough on the 5th of November, 1896, an application 
by Jane Manders, wife of Matthew Manders, for an order under the 
Summary Juriediction (Married Women) Act, 1895, was heard and deter- 
mined, and an order was made that the said Jane Manders be no longer 
bound to cohabit with her husband, and providing for a weekly payment. 
From this order the husband appealed. ‘The appellant and his wife had 
been living apart for some time, and no maintenance had been paid for 
some weeks. The wife went to the appellant’s house on the 28th of 
October, 1896, to obtain money and to stay there. The appellant refused 
to give her any, and forcibly turned her away. The justices found as a 
fact that the appellant had been guilty of wilful neglect to provide reason- 
able maintenance for his said wife, and that by such neglect the appel- 
lant did, on the 28th day of October, 1896, cause his wife to leave and live 
separately and apart from him, and they accordingly made the above 
order. On behalf of the respondent it was now contended that no appeal 
would lie in this case to the Divisional Court, and that the proper court to 
appeal to is the Probate and Divorce Division. For the appellant it was 
contended that the case was stated under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879. The right there given is not taken away by the Act of 1895. The 
two concurrent remedies are not: inconsistent: Hetherington v. Hethering- 
ton (36 W. R. 12, 51 J. P. 119), Power v. Wigmore (L. R. 7 CO. P. 386). 
Section 11 of 58 & 59 Vict. c. 39, provides that : ‘‘ Save as is hereinbefore 
provided, an appeal shall lie from any order by a court of summary 
jurisdiction under this Act to the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division 
of the High Court of Justice.”’ 
Tus Court (Wnricut and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Wuicut, J.—The Act of 1896 creates a new jurisdiction, and expressly 

gives a right of appeal to the * FOUN. Divorce,— ant Admiraity 

A CRM NIFIRCCCIOn REC Ts ToT oa To Tee at the ot ot 1895, 

- mary Ct is refe © in several sections of the Act of 1895, 

and it is suggested that the mention of that Act gives a right to have a 
special case stated. I cannot think that is so. 

Bruce, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counsg., 7.H. Walker ; M. 
Shearman. Soxsctrors, E.G. Elwes, for Haddon Owen, Louth; EF. Wyles, 
for J. Barker, Grimsby. 

[Reported by E. G. Stituwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOLLOWAY ». COSTER. Div. Court. 23rd Jan. 
Vacctnation—Szrvice or Norice—Proor—Vacctnation Act, 1867, s. 31. 


Case stated by justices of the borough of Andover. The appellant was 
summoned by the respondent, a vaccination officer, under section 31 of 
the Vaccination Act for having neglected to have his daughter vaccinated 
after he had due notice to do so. The justices ordered the appellant to have 
the child vaccinated, but stated this case on the question, whether the 
notice under section 13,if delivered otherwise than personally, must be shewn 
to have reached the person to be notified. The evidence as to the service of 
the notice was as follows: The respondent drew out a notice in respect 
of the appellant’s child, addressed it to the appellant and handed it, with 
other notices, to Plumley for delivery. Plumley took the notice to the 
appellant's house and gave it toa woman there, telling her that it was a 
vaccination notice. He could not swear that the woman was the 
appellant’s wife, nor could he swear as to the date of delivery, except 
that it was the day after the notice was handed to him by the respondent. 
He could not swear that the notice was in respect of the appellant’s 
child, because the notice was filled up when he received it, and he did 
not open it. The justices held that the notice was served upon the 
appellant in a manner as effectual as if the respondent had addressed it 
and sent it by post. 

Tur Covrr (Wricut and Bruce, JJ.) held that section 31 did no 
equire that there should be any particular mode of ser e not: 












oung. Sowicrror, in, . 
[Reported by F. O. Ropixson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. ». CAMBERWELL VESTRY. Div. Court. 20th Jan. 


Meraorotis—Sewer—Daraw—Lianitity To Rerarrn—Warait or Manpamus 
—Action vor Daciaration or Ricgut—-Orp. 25, x. 5. 


In this case cause was shewn by the Camberwell Vestry against a rule 
nisi which had been obtained by the Property and Estates Co. (Limited), 
calling upon the Vestry of Camberwell to shew cause why a writ of 
mandamus should not issue directed to them, commanding them forthwith 
to take such steps and to execute such works as might be necessary to 
abate a certain nuisance existing at the applicants’ premises, and to repair 
and maintain in an efficient and proper state a sewer existing upon the 
raid premises. The rule had been obtained on affidavits which alleged 
that a erta alnag i e on the applicants’ pre es Wi } , 

























a 
at, inasmuch as the pipe drained pmise 
the applicants, it was a “‘ sewer,” and that therefore the vestry were liable 
Ve} its repair. In answer to the davits had on behalf 


/ of the vi g that the pe denne th epee premier only, 
/ t it was t a ~ t the applicants and not 
circumstances 


vestry were liable to repair it. 
tended for the vestry that the mandamus ought not to go, for the appli- 
cants could bring au action in which the duddion cous be see 
Appleyard y. Lambeth Vestry, 45 W.R. 173). In su of the rule it 
was that an action would not lie (Robinson v. Mayor of feta a 
tea - Newsp. 243), and therefore the prerogative writ of 





Tux Court (Waricut and Bavos, JJ.) discharged the rule. 


Wauour, J., said that the easé was an attempt to use the writ of 
mandamus as the machinery for remedying a private grievance. He had 
Rowover, if the apgieese hind woe ex eight agalnat the vestry they 

owever, if the ap ts any t the vestry they 
hada remedy w ord. 25 a declaration of that 
right, and in such an action a mandamus could be obtained. = 
5 ; @ 5 UNSEL, Robson, Q.C., and 
8. G. Lushington ; Macmorran, Q.O., and R, C. Glen. Soxicrrons, Marsden 
§ Co. ; Oldfield, Bartram, § Oldfield. 
[Reported by F. O. Rontnsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAMOND v. RICHARDS AND THE HOTEL METROPOLE CO. Div. 
Court, 22nd Jan. 


InnxeEren—Dvuty—Rrout or Guest ro Continug in Inn—TRAVELLER. 


This was the plaintiff s appeal from the judgment of his Honour Judge 
Martineau in the Brighton County Court. Tne action was brought 
against the licensee and proprietors of the Hotel Métropole at Brighton 
to recover damages for illegal expelling the plaintiff from the hotel. The 
plaintiff, who was a young lady of good character and position, went to 
the defendants’ hotelin November, 1895, and remained there coutinuously 
till the 3lst of August, 1896, on which day she went out for a short time, 
and on her return was refused admittance. It was not alleged by the 
defendants that she had failed to pay her bill or that there was not suffi- 
cient accommodation for her in hotel. The justification put forward 
by the defendants was that the plaintiff was subject to certain delusions 
with regard to the presence of her enemies in the hotel, and that she was 
continually talking to the hotel servants and sometimes to the other 
visitors on this subject. The county court judge found as a fact that 
the existence of these delusions on the of the plaintiff did not ji 
the defendants in refusing to permit the plaintiff to remain in the hotel ; 
but the judge further held as a matter of law that the plaintiff, 
reason of the duration of her stay in the hotel and of the fact that she 
had expressed her intention to remain there permanently, had ceased to 
be a ** wayfarer or traveller,’’ and that, therefore, the defendants were 
under no legal obligation to let her continue in the hotel. On this ground 
judgment was given for the defendants. In support of the appeal it was 
contended that the common law obligation onan inn r to receive and 
keep persons who came to an inn was not to travellers but 
extended to every person who was a guest in an inn. Any such 
was entitled to remain in the inn as mae oe he Pye The follo 
authoritieswere cited: Allen v. Smith (10 W. R. 646), v. Silber ( 
Q. B. D. 491), Zurrill v. Crawley (13 Q. B. 197), Rez. ¥. Luellin ([7 Mod. 
= Bacon’s Abridgment (Tit. Iunkeeper ©. 1), Reg. v. Rymer (2 
Q. B. D. 135). 

Tue Covet (Waicut and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wnaicut, J., said that the case quite free from doubt. In Rez. v. 
Luellin, which was a decision by Lord Holt, the agent was as follows: 
‘The defendant was the master of the Bell-inn Bristol. He was 
indicted for not receiving one taken ill with the small-pox, and it was 
quashed for not saying that be was a traveller.” That case was cited 
with approval by Kelly, O.B., in Reg. v. Rymer (2 Q. B. D. 136), in which 
case the defendant was indicted for refusing to supply refreshment to the 
prosecutor. He there said: ‘I need cite authorities to show that 
it is essential to such a prosecution that the utor should be a 
traveller.’’ In the same case Denman, J., said: ‘‘The principles laid 
down in Burgess v. Clements (4 M. & 8. 306) shew that the object of the 
law upon the subject of an innkeeper’s liability, is merely to secure that 
travellers shall not, while upon their journeys, be deprived of necessary 
food and lodging.”” That was obviously the principle, and the obligation 


ahs 


on the innkeeper lasted only so long as the was a traveller. The 
only alternative was that the innkeeper was bound to keep the in 
his inn for the rest of his life, if he so desired. No doubt so as a 
guest stopped in an inn the incident of innkeeper’s lien attached, 
the guest had ceased to be a traveller. 
Bruce, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed. Leave to a 
° LICI« 


sEL, Carson, Q.C., and P. Rose Innes; Asquith, Q.C., and 
rors, R. EZ. Campbell ; Stanley Woodhouse and Hedderwick. 
[Reported by F. O. Ronson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SOUTHGATE v. GUARDIANS OF YEOVIL. Div. Court. 23rd Jan. 


8 case stated by Juan Se Demon oe See. On the 30th 
of July an information was before John Curtis, a against 
the a ellant by a vaccination officer, ie coe 
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porated with the Summary Jurisdiction Act, and under the latter Act 
there was power for one justice to issue the summons and for another to 
hear it sign the order, the order was a good order. Appeal dismissed. 
a -g Schultess Young. Soxscrroxs, Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for Rendall, 
eovil. 
[Reported by F. O, Rosixsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


BRAMBLE v. LOWE. Div. Court. 20th Jan. 


VaccornaTiIonN—Orricern—Avutuoritry To Institute ProcegpIncs—VACCINA- 
tion Act, 1867, s. 31. 


This was a special case stated by a justice of the peace for the borough 
of Ipswich. An information was laid under section 31 of the Vaccination 
Act, 1867, by the respondent, who was a duly appointed vaccination 
officer, against the appellant for non-compliance with a notice requiring 
him to have his child vaccinated. At the hearing the clerk to the 
guardians produced a minute of the appointment of the respondent as 
vaccination officer, and the consent of the Local Government Board to 
the appointment, which was dated the 15th of February, 1892. This was 
the only authority to prosecute produced by the respondent; but it was 
admitted that the respondent had been instructed to prosecute generally 
by a resolution of the guardians, except in cases where an order had 
already been obtained. The magistrate made an order against the 
appellant for the vaccination of the child, subject to this case, the question 
for the court being whether the respondent had sufficient authority to 
institute these proceedings. In support of the appeal reliance was placed 
on article 16 of the Vaccination Regulations Order, of the 3lst October, 
1874, which provides that ‘‘the guardians shall, in all cases in which the 
provisions of the Vaccination Act for enforcing vaccination have been 
— ed, cause proceedings to be taken against the persons in default, 
and fo this purpose shall give directions authorizing the vaccination 
officer to institute and conduct such proceedings.”’ 

Tue Covrt (Wricut and Bruce, JJ ) dismissed the appeal. 

Wricut, J., said that formerly in each case authority had to be obtained 
from the guardians before proceedings were instituted, but now under 
section 31 of the Vaccination Act, 1867, a vaccination officer was entitled 
to lay an information without any resolution of the guardians. Moreover 
under article 17 of the Order of 1874 the officer,must take proceedings if the 
Local Government Board direct him to do so, even without the approval 
of the guardians. Article 16 of the same order did contain provisions as 
to directions to be given by the guardians. His lordship could not see 
what reason there was for this article, but its meaning was that before 
any§particular default under the acts had occurred, the guardians might 
give directions under the authority of which proceedings could be 
instituted when the occasion arose. In the present case the proceedings 
were taken under section 31 and no resolution or the guardians was 


uired 
"hon, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnsse., Schultess Young ; 
Guy Stephenson. Soxicrrors, Field Roscoe, for Leighton, Ipswich ; Rexworthy, 
for Vulliamy, Ipswich. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrnson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
Re CHAFFERS. Fx parte THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL, Div. Court. 
25th Jan. 


Varxatious Actions Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c. 51)—Orgration cPon 
Proceepincs Commencep Berore Passtnc or Act. 


Application by the Attorney-General under the Vexatious Actions Act, 
1896, for an order that no legal proceedings shall be instituted by the 
respondent in the High Court or any other court without the leave of the 
High Court or some judge thereof. It appeared from the affidavits that 
the respondent had instituted about forty-eight different actions within 
the last five years, the defendants being several judges of the High Court 
and of county courts, the Speaker of the House of Commons, the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, and other trustees of the British Museum, officials 
of the Houses of Parliament, and other persons occupying official 
positions : the alleged causes of action included conspiracy to defeat the 
ends of justice, assault, refusal t> accept the plaintiff's petitions to 
Parliament, refusal to allow him to use the Bristish Museum, and claims 
for work and labour done. Some of the actions had been stayed as vexa- 
tidus, some had been dismissed, some were still pending, and in one the 
plaintiff had recovered a small sum for work done. Forty-seven of the 
actions had been commenced before the 14th of August, 1896, the date 
of the passing of the Vexatious Actions Act, 1896. ‘That Act empowers 
the Attorney-General to apply to the High Court, ‘‘and, if he satisfies 
the High Court that any person has habitually and persistently instituted 
eet proceedings without any reasonable ground for instituting 
such ings whether in the High Court or in any inferior court, and 
whether against the same person or against different persons the court 
may after hearing such person or giving him an opportunity of being 
heard, after assigning counsel in case such person is unable on account of 

y to retain counsel, order that no legal proceedings shall be instituted 

that person in the High Court or any other court unless he obtains the 
leave of the High Court or some judge thereof and satisfies the court or 
judge that such legal proceeding is not an abuse of the process of the 
court, and that there is primd facie ground for such proceeding.” It was 
contended on behalf of the respondent that the Act did not apply where 
the application was based upon alleged vexatious ings commenced 
before the Act came into operation. The Act imposed a restriction upon 
the exercise of the ordinary rights of the subject and did not relate to 
procedure merely and was therefore not retrospective. The Scare 
cases were cited upon this contention : “he ~-DF Hale (9 W. R..157, 6 H. 
&N. 227), Warner v. Murdoch (25 W. R. » 4 Ch. D. 750), Kimbray v. 





10 Q. B. 195. It was also argued that the respondent had reasonable 
causes of action, and that therefore his actions were not vexatious 
proceedings. 

lug Court (Wuicur and Bruce, JJ.) made the order applied for. 

Waicurt, J.—It has been argued that this Act is not retrospective—that 
is, that an application under it cannot be founded on proceedings insti- 
tuted before it was passed. No such distinction is indicated in the Act 
itself: there is nothing in it to limit action taken under it by the Attor- 
ney-General to conduct occurring since the Act was passed. I think this 
case is even clearer than Reg. v. Vine, in which it was held that the 
provision of the Wine aud Beer Amendment Act, 1870, disqualifying 
persons convicted of felony from selling spirits, applied to a person who 
actually held a licence when the Act came into operation. We are not in 
any true sense giving a retrospective operation to this Act: in so far as 
we do so, we are following the plain language of the Act. As to the 
second point argued before us, I think that the consideration of whether a 
person bas habitually and persistently instituted vexatious legal pro- 
ceedings without any reasonable ground, does not depend on a minute 
examination of whether in each particular action there was or was not a 
reasonable ground. We must consider the number of actions brought, 
their general character, and their results. Inu this case I think that tnere 
has been a mass of litigation of a vexatious character, and that we should 
make the order. 

Bruce, J.—I am of the same opinion. We are not asked to say that 
this Act is retrospective. It is suggested that we should disregard all 
circumstances which happened before the Act; but I think that this is 
not so. We must look at all the proceedings as a whole, and I cannot 
entertain a doubt that vexatious proceedings have been habitually and 
persistently instituted within the meaning of the Act. Order in terms of 
the Act.—Counset, Sir R. E. Websber, A.G., and Henry Sutton ; Corrie 
Grant. Soutcrrons, The Solicitor to the Treasury ; The Official Solicitor. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dixt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re WARD. C. A, No. 1. 22nd Jan. 


Bankrurptcy—Orricer RetrrEep rRoM THE AkMY—LianiLity To Have Parr 
or Pension Ser Astpe—Banxruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 
53, SUB-SECTION 2. 


This was an appeal by the debtor from an order made by Mr. Registrar 
Linklater under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 53, sub-section 2, whereby 
the debtor, a retired military officer, was ordered to pay the official 
receiver £40 per annum out of the pension he received as a retired officer. 
The facts were as follows: The appellant joined the army in 1860, and 
from 1886 up to April, 1888, when he retired from the army under article 
77 of the Royal Warrant, 1887, he commanded as Lieutenant-Colonel the 
the Second Battalion Cameronians. Article 77 is as follows: ‘‘A Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel shall be placed upon half-pay, unless he elect to retire 
from our army, on completing four years service in command of a battalion 
of infantry.’’ The appellant elected to retire, and so was not placed on 
half-pay. Article 1057 provides that an officer permitted to retire shall 
receive upon retirement a gratuity or retired pay according to a certain 
scale. According to such scale the debtor received £420 yearly, which, 
after deduction of income tax, amounted to £406. By article 519 ‘‘ the 
reserve of officers shall be composed of: (a) officers who have served in 
our regular forces, but who, having retired either with retired pay or 
gratuity, are still liable to service in case of emergency.” Article 520 
provides that ‘‘ an officer retired from our army on a pension or gratuity 
with the condition of being liable for service in a case of emergency, 8 
be an army reserve officer sc long as he is liable for service.’’” The appel- 
lant, therefore, was placed upon the Army Reserve list. The appe 
was indebted to his solicitor to the amount of £250. This was his only 
liability, and was a judgment debt. He had no other income than his 
pension, and out of this had to support himeelf, his wife, and a young 
child. The registrar made an order that the appellant should pay to the 
official receiver the sum of £3 6s. 8d. per month. The debtor now ap 
on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to make an order under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 53, sub-section 2; and that, having regard to 
the circumstances of the case, the order ought not to have been made. 
By section 53, sub-section 1, it is provided that ‘‘ where a bankrupt isan 
officer of the army or navy, oranu officer or clerk, or otherwise ees 
or engaged in the Civil Service of the Crown, the trustee shall ve for 
distribution amongst the creditors so much of the bankrupt’s pay or salary 
as the court, on the application of the trustee, with the consent of the 
chief officer of the department under which the pay or salary is enjoyed, 
may direct.” Sub-section 2 provides that ‘‘where a bankrupt is in 
receipt of a salary or income other than as aforesaid, or is enti to any 
half-pay or pension, orto any compensation granted by the Treasury, the 
court, on the application of the trustee, shall from time to time make 
such order as it thinks just for the | canoe of the salary, income, half- 

y, pension, or compensation, or of any part thereof, to the trustee, to 

applied by him in such manner as the court may direct.”” The follow- 
ing cases were referred to: Re Webber (35 W. R. 308, 18 Q. B. D. 111), 
Ex parte Saunders (44 W. R. 30; 1895, 2 Q. B. 424). 

Tuz Court (Lord Esuer, M:R., Lorzs and Currry, L.JJ.) held that 
the registrar had jurisdiction to make the order, but they thought the 
order should be varied. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R.—Sub-section 1 of section 53 refers to “‘ pay ” which 
an officer receives tor services which he is still to the Crown ; 
sub-section 2 refers to pay which an officer receives otherwise than afore- 


Jan. 30, 1897. 


Draperi(16 W. R. 539, L. R.3 Q. B. 161), Reg. v. Vine (23 W. B. 649, L. R. 
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—namely, for other than services he is still rendering 

ions te tee saanaed tn the . The appellant had retired from the 
army in the sense meant by article 1057 therefore received a gratuity 
or retired pay for services he had rendered. Such a case comes within 
sub-section 2 of section 53, and not within sub-section 1, and therefore it 
was not necessary to obtain the consent of the chief officer of that depart- 
ment. The registrar acting under his discretion made an order for the 
payment of £40 a year. This court must also exercise its discretion, and 
taking into consideration that the ee was an officer and a colonel. 
and must live as such, that he was bad health and required medical 
assistance, and that his pay was the only income he and his wife and child 
had to live on, the learned ae Sones that to reduce such income by 
£40 would not leave the appellant sufficient to live on, and that if £20 
was taken away from his pay that would be quite enough. 

Lorgs and Currry, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Order varied accordingly.—Counsr., H. Reed, Q.C., and E. P. Willes ; Sir 
R. Webster, A.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Soxscrrons, F. W. Tonkin; 
Solicitor to the Treasury. 

(Reported by E. G. Stit.wag1, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, January 25th.—Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair.—Mr. OC. Kains- 
Jackson opened a debate on the motion, ‘‘ That it is expedient that the 
railways in Great Britain and Ireland should be acquired and carried on 
by the State.” Mr. W. J. Boycott op ; and the subsequent speakers 
were Messrs. W. S. Sherrington, A. H. Richardson, N. Tebbutt, and A. 
M. Begg. After a reply from Mr. Kains-Jackson, the motion was put to 
the vote, with the result that it was lost by two votes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO nl a Paes 
following gentlemen were on Wednesday e : 

atic apr Neuse “bo Procter, London Univ., Certificate of Honour 
0.L.E., Hilary Term, 1897; Huntly Eugene Jenkins, B.A., Trin. Hall, 
Camb. ; Augustin Stanislaus Ghosh, Lond. Univ. ; John William Penne- 
father Gibson, B.A., Trin. Coll., Camb.; William Montagu Harrison, 
B.A., Fellow of All Souls’ Coll., Ox. ; Alfred James Fellows, B.A,, King’s 
Coll., Camb.; Charles Arthur Bury, Trin. Coll., Dublin; William 
Llewelyn Williams, B.A., Brasenose Coll., Ox.; Charles Stafford Cross- 
man, M.A., New Ooll., Ox.; Charles James Mathew, Trin. Hall, Camb. ; 
Jaffer Rahimtoola Kaderbhoy, Bombay Univ. 

Inner TemPtz.—Edward George Hemmerde, B.A., Oxford (holder of a 
certificate of honour awarded Trinity Term, 1896); John Pius Boland, 
London, and B.A., Oxford; Jobn Edward Bernard Seely, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; Colley Edmund George Hume Grattan, B.A., Cambridge; Wil- 
liam Cecil Owen, B.A., Cambridge ; Armar Lowry-Corry, Viscount Corry, 
M.A., Cambridge ; Allan Maxcey Galer, B.A., Oxford; Copley Delisle 
Hewitt, B.A., Oxford; John Donaldson Harward, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Montague Rousseau Emanuel, B.A., Oxford; David Arthur Fitz-Gerald 
Vesey, B.A., Cambridge ; Maurice Richard Martineau, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Walter George Salis Schwabe, B.A., Oxford; Hugh Somers James, B.A., 
Oxford; James Leonard Johnston; James B mg Gribble, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Walter Tice Gellibrand, B.A., Oxford; Charles Edward Geotz, 
Oxford; Thomas Cooper Rogerson, B.A., Oxford; Ralph Leigh Rams- 
botham, B.A., Cambridge; Ernest Augustus Hitchens; Haythorne 
Reed, B.A., Cambridge ; Charles Roche Finnis, B.A., Oam ; Arthur 
Joreph Barry, B.A., Oxford ; Arthur James de Gleichen, Tettenborn ; 
William Owen Travis, M.D., M.8., Durham ; Osborne Buckle ; 
Henry Bull, B.A., Cambridge ; and James Macgillicuddy Mecredy, M.A., 

blin. 

_ vil Temriz.—John Arthur Slater, certificate of honour, Council of 
Legal Education, B.A., LL.B., London University; Richard Willett 
Hurst, her Majesty's Consul, Pakhoi, China, B.A., London University ; 
Alfred Charles Larking; Francis Yvon Eccles, B.A., Ohrist Ohurch, 
Oxon ; Maurice Salvador Pinto, B.A., Madras University ; James Percival 
Hughes; Narindra Lal Mitter; William Joseph Fi ld Barton, B.A., 
Emmanuel Coll., Cambridge; Percy Raby, M.A., LL.B., Victoria 
University, Dauntsey Legal Scholar, Owens Coll. ; William Saunderson, 
B.A., Scholar Trinity Coll., Dublin; Harold Eustace Brandon ; George 
Frederick Langford, University of London; Peter Grain; Mohammad 
Abdul Kadir Khan. 

Guar’s-1nn.—Edward Austin Farleigh (formerly Jones), first certificate 
of honour Council of Legal Education, Hilary, 1896, prizeman 
Constitutional Law, &c., Hilary, 1896, Bacon scholar, Gray’s-inn, 1894 ; 
Harold Gilbert Brodrick-Smith-Brodrick (formerly Brodrick-Smith), 
B.A., Christ Church, Oxford; George Gregory Fisher ; Frederick Hugh 
Mackenzie Corbet, honorary executive officer of the Ceylon Government at 
the Imperial Institute; Richard Deane Sweeting, M.A. Oxford, M.B., 
Trinity Coll., Dublin; D. P. H. Cambridge, Holt scholar, Gray’s-inn, 
1895; Wilberforce Ross Barker, scholar of Worcester Coll., Oxford; and 
George Darell Keogh, Barrister-at-law in Ireland, LL.B., Trinity Coll., 
Dublin. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following prizes have been awarded in connection with the 
examinations at san inoompeupted Law Society in the year 1896 : 





Spzorat Paes Ormn ro Att Oanprparezs. 


Scott Scholarship.—William trey li owen: Be being, in the 
opinion of the council, the candidate best ae, ake 
principles, and practice of law, they have awarded to him the ip 
ounded by Mr. James Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn- fields. ‘ 
Mr. Jones served his clerkship with Mr. Sones ogee Wands, at the 
firm of Messrs. Collins & Woods, of Swansea, and o the prize of 
the Honourable Society of Clement's Inn and the Daniel Reardon prize at 
the honours examination held in Jan’ , 1896. 
Broderip Prize.—William Everard Ty Jones being first in order 
cal best acquainted with the law of real 
property e practice of conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examina- 
tion, and attained 1 honorary the council have also awarded to 


him the prize, consisting of a medal, founded Mr. Francis 
Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. - by 
Locat Prizzs. 


Timpron Martin Prize for candidates from oeged. rama Joseph 

Weld, from among the candidates from Liverpool, having the best 

examination and attained honorary distinction, the have awarded 

Ag > » casting Sages medal, founded by Mr. Timpron 
, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Weld served his clerkship with Messrs. Weld and Th 
Liverpool, and obtained a third-class certificate at the honours endarhin= 
tion held in November, 1896. 

Atkinson Prize for candidates from Liverpool or Preston.—Francis 
Joseph Weld, from among the candidates from Liverpool or Preston, 
the pasctic of convayencinge Gieereiee paml  cauuiecony meeetntanes 

e p' of convey: x a 
and a honorary distinction, the council have also awarded to him 
ee, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of 


verpoo 
Birmingham Law Society’s Gold Medal.—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this . 
Birmingham Law Society’s Bronze Medal.—Henry Robert H 
ones at th “Birmingham Law Sota, sod otteined emereay tins” 
members of the w 
tion, the counell have awarded to him the bronze medal of the Bir- 


with Messrs. Smith, Pinsent, & 
second-class certificate at the 


Stephen Heelis Prize for from Manchester or Salford.— 
Harold Porter Mellor, B.A., from among the candidates from Manchester 
or Salford, having passed the best examination and attained honorary 
distinction, the council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a 

old = founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of 

anchester. 

Mr. Mellor served his clerkship with Mr. gave Ogden, of the firm of 
Messrs. Diggles & Ogden, of Manchester, and a@ second-class 
certificate at the honours examination in January, 1896. 

The Mellersh Prize.—Hugh John Vinall, from among candidates who 
have been articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the 
sons of solicitors who have resided or in either of those counties, 
having shown himself best acquainted with the law of real and 
the practice of jeneene. Se council have awarded to him the prize 
founded by the late Mr. Ro! Edmund Mellersh, of b 

Mr. Vinall eerved his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Vinall, of Lewes, and 
obtained a second-class certificate at the honours examination held in 
November, 1896. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Sir Samvet Srrone, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the Domi- 
nion of Canada, has been appointed a Member of the Privy Council. 


The Hon. Samuzst Way, Chief Justice of South Australia, has been 
appointed a Member of the Privy Counci!. 


Mr. Tuomas Hotmes Bowser and Mr. Hersert Bowne Lawrorp (of the 
firm of Bower & Lawford), solicitors, of 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London 
have been appointed Commissioners for Oaths. Mr. Bower was admitted 
in January, 1390, and Mr. Lawford in April, 1890. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Anyone having or being able to give information about a Witt believed 
to have been executed by Emmy Hennrerra Tureaor, residing sometime 
in England, thereafter in » thereafter at Castlebank, Rothwell, in 
Scotland, and thereafter at Lower Carntyne, Shettleston, G . 
Scotland, who died at the last-mentioned place on or about the 2nd of 
October, 1896, will oblige by communicating with the — 
Wright, Johnston, Mackenzie, & Roxburgh, Solicitors, 150, St. Vincent- 
street, Glasgow. 


GENERAL. 
. Levett, Q.C., and Mr. Q.0., M.P., have been elected mem- 
i Mr. Eg oc. who has 
the bench. : a 


the leaders in Mr. Justice 
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rest, and will therefore not be able to resume his professional duties for 
some weeks. We believe that Mr. Oswald has been suffering from 


The sittings of the Railway and Canal Commission will commence on 
Tuesday next. There is, eays the Times, a substantial list of cases, and 
it is anticipated that the presiding judge, Mr. Justice Collins, will be 

: fens eg them till he starts on the Northern Circuit on the 10th 
oO 


The commission days for the following towns on the Midland Circuit 
have been altered from the dates formerly fixed to the following :— 
Leicester will be the next town after Northampton, instead of Oakham, 
and the commission day at Leicester will now be Thursday, February 11, 
while Oakham will be Wednesday, February 17, instead of Wednesday, 
February ee and Lincoln will be Thursday, February 18, instead of 


February 17 


— a “Raa paper, just issued, it appears that the net 

t liability of the Consolidated Fund in respect of suitors’ cash at 

the end of the year ending February 29, 1896, was £1,800,080, as against 

£1,800,755 in the previous year’s account, The amount of suitors’ cash 

remaining on deposit on February 29, 1896, was £1,606,821, as compared 

with £1, Oed, 389, the amount so remaining on the same date in the pre- 

vious year. The namber of suitors’ accounts open in the Paymaster’s 

= was 44,924, the number at the close of the preceding year being 
199. 


A Texas journal gives the following examination of a witness in a case 
arising out of a shooting fray: Attorney—‘‘ You say you saw the shots 
fired?’? Witness—‘‘ Yes, sir.’’ ‘‘ How near were you to the scene of 
the affray ?’’ ‘‘ When the ‘first shot was fired I was about ten feet from the 
shooter.’’ ‘* Ten feet! Well, now, tell the court where you were when 
the second shot was fired.” ‘'I didn’t measure the distance.” ‘‘ Speak- 
ing a) a page how far should you say?” ‘ Well, it approximated 


They have a queer way, says ‘the Albany Law Journal, of dispensing 
justice in Sullivan county. It is stated as a fact that not long since two 
men were arrested for intoxication, and when they were arraigned before 
@ justice of the peace and told that they must pay a fine of three dollars 
each, they demurred, on the ground that the constable who arrested them 
was as drunk as they were. The constable said: ‘‘ I ain’t as drunk as the 

uire.”’ At this the squire said: ‘‘ Boys, this is a mixed up mess—sort 

a job lot, and I will let you go provided you can raise a dollar among 
you for the drinks.’”” This they all 1 agreed to, and went forthwith and 
expended the dollar. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. STreiixe. 
1 Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Lavie 
2 Beal Jackson Pugh 
3 Leach Carrington Lavie 
4 Beal Jackson Pugh 
5 Leach Carrington Lavie 
.6 Beal Jackson Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justiee Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romer. ByRye. 
1 Mr. Farmer Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
on 3 Carrington Godfrey Pemberton 
a Farmer Rolt 
4 Lavie Godfrey Pemberton 
5 Farmer Rolt Ward 
6 Leach Godfrey Pemberton 





Wanninc To rnTeENDInc Hovsz Purcuasers AND Lzssees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Exemined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 4.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrievp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.— 
REVERSIONS : 
To one-third of Estate, value £11,024 Two and a Half per Cent. Annuities ; lady 
sped 53, provided a gentleman aged 22 survive her. Solicitors, Messrs. 


ard & Aon, * London. 
To two I i of & annum, on decease of a gentleman 
aged 61 and a Indy ro 71. Solicitor, K. Wright, London. 
To one-quarter of an Estate, value £35,000; also a Legacy of £800, with interest at 
4 percent. Solicitors, Messrs. Mear & Fowler, London. 
To a Fund of £1,673 Tw o-and-Three-quarters per Cent. Consols, and £121 India 
Three-and- Half per Cent. Stock ; lady aged 58. Solicitor, A. Syrett, London. 
POLICIES 


For £1 000, £1,000, £500, £500, £500, £300, in first-class Offices. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Crowders & Vizard, and Messrs. Pyke & Voules, London ; and Messrs. 
J. Garrard & Allen, Olney. 


Also SHARES. 
(See Mesars. Foster & Cranfield’s advertisements on back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luairep mx CHANCERY. 


Bayx or Syria, Liwiteo—Petn for winding u; ted Jan 19, directed to be heard on 
Monday, Fe bi. Dollman & Pritchard, 39, st, Cheapside, agents for Hayward & 
Smith, Rochester. Notice of pang must reach the above-named not later than 

o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 

Concentric Seamiess Steet Tune Co, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of th their debts or claims to Sidney 
Howard Hossell, Hatherton chmbrs, Old sq, Birmingham, Beale & Co, Birmingham, 
solors to the liquidator 

ConTINeNTAL METROPOLITAN ThepouaveOe, capes are required, on or before 
Feb 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Benjamin Humphries Van Tromp & Co, addressed to the Secretary of the Liquida- 
tors of the Continental Metr a Tra ys Co, Limited, St Michael’s House, Corn- 
hill. Godfray, Finsbury pvmt, solor to the liquidator 

Cootcarpiz Coxsouipatep Gop Mixzs, Liurrep—Petn for winding He eo resented Jan 
21, directed to be heard on Feb 1. Bull & Bull, 31, Essex st, Strand rdon & Son, 
51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solors for ers. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Jan 30 

Lianpupno Brick Co, Laem —Setn for winding up, presented Jan 16, directed to be 
heard on Feb 1. Kennedy & Co, 1, Clement’s inn, Strand, agents for Bellis, Llandudno, 
solor. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 31 

Lucas Brorners, Liurrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Feb 8 send their 
names and ad. . and the particulars o their debts or Coen, to Leigh h Harrold 
Elkington, Newhall st, Birmingham Beale & Co, Birmingham, solors to ne 

Moss Lirrer anv Peat Inpusraies, Liurrep (1n Liguipatioy)—Creditors are ao 
on or before 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Harry F. Stone, 11, Queen Victoria st 

Mysore Exp.oraTion SynpicaTE, Lintrep—Creditors are vadhge on or before Feb 2, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims, to 
Frank Henry Satchwell, 15 and 16, George st, Mansion House. Dixon & Co, Savoy 
mansions, solors to liquidators 

Newmarket Breweries ayp Wuite Hart Horst Co, ag 4 for 3 Both 
presented Jan 20, directed to heard on Monday, Fe b 1. Albert Myers, 3, Sou! 

Gray’s inn, solor for petner. Notice of appearing aad “reach the above-named be 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 30 

News Disrrisutios Co, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, — resented Jan 21, directed to be 
heard on Feb1. Dennison & Co, 71, Gracechurch st. otice of  taamaaeed must reach 
the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 30 

Satrorp Printine Co, Limirep (1x ye ni geN pope required, on or before 
March 2, to send their names and and th e particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Toten & Widdowson, 19, Brazennose st, Manc 

Wesr Ispiayn anv Baritiss Guiana Ice Co Liirep -By an order made by Romer, J 
(acting for Vaughan Williams, J), dated dated Yan 11, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the company be continued. Stammers, Basinghall st, solor for petner 


Ustnmorep 1x CHancery. 

Bricuron Manive Parace anp Pizn Co—Petn for eon A up, Fae may Jan 15, — 
to be hi on Feb 1. Rossiter, 37, Coleman st, tice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than’? o’clock in a of Jan 30 

Crown Permanent Beyerit sep x 4 Soorerr—Creditors are requested, on or before 
—— 1, - send the particulars of their claims to Botterell & Roche, 26, St Thomas st, 

under! 





County Patatine or Lancaster. 
MITED IN CHANCERY. 

8. H. Swins & Co, Lonrep—Petn for windi =D, . er: Jan 19, directed to ae heard 
at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on Mi pA Ta Hardings & Co, 68, 
Princess st, benshesten, agents for Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne, solor to petner, 
Notice of appearing must reach the vented pa t later than 2 o’clock in the after 


noon of Jan 30 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Acur axp Imuiscn Erecrric Works, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
2, to send their names and addresses, and the seiaieas ¢ of their debts or claims, to 
ad ine, 2, Clement’s inn, Strand. Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors forthe 

iquidators 

Ano.o-Frencu (Cotontat) Mixine Trust, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, Be: 
Jan 22, directed to be heard on Monday, Feb 8. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook, 
petner’s solors. Notice of a; must reach the above-named not later than 9 
o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 

Brice & Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed to be heard Feb& 
Le Brasseur & Oakley, 12, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, agents for Stone & Co, » solors 
for the ers, Notice of appearing must reach Le Brasseur & Oakley not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Brice & Con Luorgep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed to be heard om 


Feb 8. Bower & Co, 4, Bream’s bldgs, Chancery lane, agents for Wright & Son, 
solors for the . 
o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 

Go.pren Pium Consotipatep Goip Mivzs, re tie for winding up, presented Jas 
22, directed to be heard on Feb 8. ilson Copthall bldgs, ed for petners. 
so ppearing must reach the bap ott ater than 6 o’clock in the afters 
noon of Fe’ 

Haswe.t Sxorron axp Eastxcron Coat anv Coxe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are requieeilg 
on or before to send their names and ad , and the particulars 


debts ants olen, to ‘Hichard Henry Holmes, Royal Arcade, Newcastle on Tyne. Ryott : 


& Swan, N e, solors to liquidator 


Hitir pas yo “Co, i Fy for winding up, emit 2 an 6, directed to be ~ 


m Monday, Feb 1. Burt, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane, solors for com- 
pany. Notice oO! appearing pen md the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in 
afternoon of Jan 30 


Raikes Hatt Park Gardens anp Aquarium Co, Liwirsp—Creditors are required, on of ; 


‘ore Feb 27, to send their names and addresses, and the 
claims, to Mr John Harrison Robinson, Talbot chmbrs. = t sq, eae 


SouTHEern Tr Apna Gotp Mixine Co, Luurrep—Credito 


iculars of their debts a 


rs are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the culare of their debts oF” 


claims, to James Drayson Austen Norris, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Axsty Worxinc Men’s Crus Lanp Society, Liwirep, Ante, Leicester. Jan 20 
Heanrt-1x-Hayp Cuvs, Schoolroom, Renhold, Bedford Jan 19 
OpprzLiows LoyaL Mumsie leoen, Friendly — Mambles, Glamorgan. Jan 20 
Untrep Sisters Frizxpiy Society, Schoolroom, Burbage, Hinckley, Leicester Jan 19 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. : 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 19. 
J ongs, py ee Rosgrr, Lane Ends, Crossland Moor, Huddersfield, Gent Feb 1 — 
Jones ¥ Jones, North, J Reed, Huddersfield 





Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 





ve 


Fee relectee cfetet eset E FF PERE PER ERS OF ERR PREEREPEFEREEEE 


Fi 2g cledabvet et: nee, wefe 


& 
_~s 


1 









ented Jan 
on & Son, 
he above- 


cted to be 
landudno, 
ock in the 
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lors for the 
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ater than 2 
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BAN SRUPTCE a TICES. 
London Gasette.— Jan. 22. 
RECEIVING ©. ORDERS. 
Amuse, G be = se Hotel Proprietor 


he , -R-., on Eastcheap High Court Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 1 
Bax, Manresa, Siohew Park rd High Court Pet Jan 19 


Bax, Mary Auice, Weston super Mare Bridgwater Pet 
an 19 Ord Jan 19 
Dees, Hi. Now Broad st, Merchant High Court Pet Dec 


Bitox, phn 3 sagen upon Hull Contractor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan i9 Ord Jan 19 


BLACKBURN, aeeres, a , Butcher Leeds 
Pet Jan 18 Jan 

Borp, Grorcs Chaweenn, “Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet 
Janis Ord Jan 18 

Baoox, Witu1am Epwarp, Ossett, Yorks, Joiner Dewsbury 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 

Baows, Axnis Lyett, oan Ipa Jane Soavane, Carlisle, 

Carlisle PetJan5 Ord Jan 
py See, Old Jewry High Court Pet Dee 21 Ord 


Cuarrock, Frances Etrex, Old Broad st, Metal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan 19 
Ggooxer, Atrrep, Ni » Mon, Merchant Newport, 
Mon’ Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 20 
Caovcuer, Wittiam Henry, iidderminster, Tobaceonist 
Kidderminster Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 
set ye Lor Groner, Lilypot lane, Noble st, 
silk A; h Court Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 15 
Fisox. Pe sere Lorimer, Stowmarket, Suffolk Bury St 
Edmunds Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Gartawaite, Grorce, Kirkheaton, nr Huddersfield, 
igoeneet Victualler Huddersfield Pet Jan 19 Ord 
‘an 
Gutaax, Toomas, Deal, Kent, Baker Canterbury Pet 
Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 
Baser, Rae wy B Newport, Mon Newport, Mon Pet 
Jan 20 
Hoase, ALBERT hl Coerectown, Oxford, Carpenter 
Oxford Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 
Hvroninson, Ropert Greznwoop, iether Staveley, West- 
Farmer Ken Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 19 
Josus, Rosert Haney, Waterbeach, Cambs, Grocer Cam- 
bridge Pet Jaa9 Ord Jan 20 
Kaseszy, Avsert Procter, Bradford, Yorks, House 
er, &c Bradford Pet Jani15 Ord Jan 15 
Laxe, James, s, Hanworth, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet 
Macros ~ ¢ 1m be: ith 
ERSON, JAMES ith, Draper Aberystwit 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Mappocx, Tuomas, Newcastle ~ aad Lyme, Builder Han- 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 1 
Picxenine, Groner, Middlesborough, Innkeeper Stockton 
on Tees Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 
Raurox, Tomas, Coatham, cin a Maker 
nm on Tees Pet Jan is yore Jan ll 
<r (ey Aldersgate st High Cours” Pet Jan 12 


Ricumonp, ca oe Yor | oe Kingston u 
Bull "Pet Janie Ord Jon —< 


Rosrmson, i Winam Horsforth, nr Leeda Leeds Pet 
Jan 18 moog? BO 

soy hoe Frenog, Blandf 

Wars, Jor re edie * Wheelwrig 
mts, JosePH, ords, eel ht Oxford 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

= goetam, Reading Reading Pet Jan 16 Ord 


eee Joszrx Curmer, Kidderminster,Grocer Kidder- 
minster Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 19 

Yours, Atrrep Puiturrs, Croydon Croydon Pet Dec 9 

Ord Jan 20 


FE 
Apaus, Antuur Rosert, Do Bookbinder Jan 29 at 
OE nd Off Rec, 73, Castle st, is, Custnibees 


Bausanp, Cuartes Turyer, Oulton ot Suffolk, 
Smackowner Jan 30at12 Off Ree,8, King st, Nor- 


oo Faepericx 24 powestet, Boat Builder Jan 
80at 12.30 Off 8, King st, Norwich 
Bau, _— Comme ie South Shida’ _ lat 11.30 Off 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Buoouriz.p, pases, Uggeshall, Suffolk, Miller Jan 30 
atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
CuitTox, ARTauR “fuouss, Bow Jan 2 at 11 Bank- 
88, 
men, WILLIAM + Bournemouth, Builder Jan 
% at 12.45 South Western Hotel, Bournemouth 
Cortzy, Faxp Avucusting, Heaton Norris, Lancs, School- 
master Feb Rec, County chmbrs, 


, Labourer Febiatil Off Rec, 

Saree Ny a Commission Agent Feb 10 
cS Somat Goons Blackburn 

b 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, 


Bvaxs, Toomas Joux, and Eva» Eocar Evans, Bridgend 
Glam, Ne ‘Proprietors Feb 2 atl Off Rec, 
st, 


Ea, -- once Jan 22 ati2 Bank- 
Gausturrr, Henry, xy Cosham, Heats, Yeoman Feb2at3 
sot’ top Vat il OF Be 
Gmpox, James, Leeds Feb 1 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
tom, Cuantzs Witt1am, Leeds, General Dealer Feb 2 
Off 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
ites, Wienon’ Wetation, nr Blyth, Joiner Feb 2 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley street, Newcastle on 


nome, Danie 


Mircusox, Joszrx, re Bey Northallerton, Farmer 
, Hypnotist geen 


Feb3at3 Off Rec, 
Woks leaps, 
2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel 


Dumais, Bootmaker Dor-' 





no > > ri Dontenhetad’ Dealer Jan 
Cum! Licensed 


Paywye, Cuan.es, Bridgwater, 
aller Jan 29at1i Mr Tamlyn, 
ety ead Didsbury, Chemist’s 
ff Rec, Count chmbre, Market rx ng Stockport 
we ABSALOM, Feb 2 at 11 
Off Station rd, 


mt epee Feb 3 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Biatei cme, Dee, Bie Jan 29 at 11 Off Rec, 40, 


y 

Sra Rosgat Auuex, Salford, Lancs, Canvasser Jan 
29 at 3 Off Ree, B st, Manchester 

House Painter Feb 


chmbrs, 
Tooaoop, Witiram Courtine. 
Dealer Jan 90 at 11 Ok Hee, 15, Ocborne st, Gt 


ton, Hotel Manager Feb 1 at 3 
ry, Dacha 


Watrace, Wetere, B 
Off Ree, 4, oe Ps 
Durham, Porter Feb 3 at 
rough 


Woseta hat al 
AmB! —_ ye ~" ee re Hotel Proprietor 
High Court Pet 


Barr, hg $n sius, 
B a »nochog, + m-Hull, Cetenster King- 
a TKINSON, upon- 
ston-upon-H Hull PetJan19 Ord Jan 
Buiacksury, Tuomas, Burmantofts, Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 
Borp, Gzoras Crawrorp, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet 
Jani8 Ord Jan 18 
Broox, Artraur Witu1am, Holborn Viaduct High Court 
Pet 29 Ord Jan 19 
Broox, Witt1am Epwarp, ns Yorks, Joiner Dews- 
bury PetJani9 Ord Jan 19 
Cones, Een im, Bor | ay st, Stationer High Court 
Nov 
cecmmn Wri Heesr, Kidderminster, Tobacconist 
Kidderminster Pet Jan , &, Ord Jan 20 
Dousex, Artruur, Penarth, Glam carat? Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 13 


Stowmarket, Suffolk Bury St 


poe 8. 


Fisox, Witu1am Lorimer, 


et Jan 0 Ord Jan 20 
Gartawaits, Groner, Kir! Huddersfield 
Licensed Victualler Hud Pet Jan 19 Ord 


Jan 19 
Horws, Atzeret James, Soaueatonn, Oxf Carpenter 
Oxtord Pet Jan19 Ord Jan -_ 


——, vy ee Wol FF whideeinieniten Pet 
an 20 
Morais, Saran Lezs, Gt B Staffs, Grocer West 
Bromwich a 19 Jan 18 


Picxgerine, Grore Innkeeper Stock- 
ton Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Taomas, Coatham, Yorks, Cabinet Maker 
= = oe oe ~ 18 — Jan 18 
CHMOND, JAMES, orks, Farmer Kingston u 
Hull Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 at 
Rosinson, Jonn Wiiu1am, Horsford, nr Leeds Leeds Pet 
Jani8 Ord Jan 18 
Romyery, Exisa das North Malvern, Wores Worcester 


Pet Nov19 Ord J 
Ross, Tom sy Blandford, oe Bootmaker Dor- 
Canaan wn} anenn, Maxton, Builder Croydon Pet 


Bans, 


chester Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 

8o: Hew 4 B Stapleton, Gl 

MERSET. wey Epwarp BrupENe.u, Gloucs 

Bristol Pet Dec 11 Ord Jan 19 

Sreeve, Rosert Auien, Salford, Lancs, Canvasser Salford 
Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 18 

Wares, j Tam, Oe ae, Civil Engineer Salford Pet 

Wane Seen’ at Barr, Staffs, Commission Agent 
Walsall’ Pet Jan5 Ord Jun 19 

Warp, Epuunp, Croydon, Plumber Croydon Pet Dec 29 
Ord Jan 16 

Wass. spunea, Reading Reading PetJanié Ord 

an 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Tuompson, Stersen Cussters, Manchester, out of business 

Manchester Adjud May 3, 1894 Annul Jan 13, 1897 

London Gasette.—Tunspay, Jan. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AnmustronG, Jausgs, em, Glam, Farmer Neath Pet 
B. ove — a Wolfscastle, eeiecien Farmer 
ATEMAN, ILLI 

Pembroke sata Pet Jan18 OrdJan22” 

Beds, Tea Dealer Luton 


Braouer, Wr Nelson, Lanes, Tripe Dealer Burnle: 
Pet Jan 92 Ord Jan 23 , 

nee, oe Hewry, Confectioner 
Wi Pet Jané ‘Ord Jan 21 

ee Euma, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet Sept 

Datrox, tates Bamf Derbys, Inakeeper Stockport 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Ji “ry cial 


Deraiss, Dante. Cotemay, Brighton High Court Pet 
Jan 23 Jan 23 


ue) a, letien Birmingham Pet Janj18 
= Glos, Collier 
a7 A Moatey, Old Jewry High Court Pet Jan 6 


Faissy, Soc Wi.14m, Northampton, Shoe Manufac- 

turer Northampton Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 

Garpy Ropeat, Dallington, Northamptons, Baker 

Pet Janz2 Ord Jan 22 
Bond ct High Court Pet 





Goopmas, Jonx; Brad orthamptons, Farmer Nor- 
ees Urd Jan 4l 





Hawxines, Narsaniet, Barking, ‘penter Chelmsford 
Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 
i*inn ine ' 
‘an an 
Ho.mes, hedge ony ey a eo, See, Innkeeper 
an 
Joss, ST, Brentford Pet Deo 17 Ord Jan 19 
Jonzs, Wituiax Undertaker Aber- 


Pet Jan 22 Jan 22 
Mr Gacace, MBtes Moves, Boot Maker Pembroke 
Pet Janis Ord Jan 23 
Monsam een ee — Glam, Butcher Car- 


21 nS, 
J my Ee wee 
Moines, Cuantes, Lewes Lewes Pet Jan 21 Ord 


Jan 21 
Sheerness, Staff Surgeon Rochester Pet 


Decl Ord Jan 21 
1 High Court Pet Dec 18 


Pacer, Witt1am, Gt Portland st 
Ord J 


an 

Perper, James Wit.iam, Leicester, Cabinet Maker Leices- 
ter Jan 21 $1, Ord Jan 2 

Rosixsox, ALICE, High Court Pet Nov 23 
Ord Jan 21 


Rosinson, James, Sam Braptey Rostwsoy, and Jouw 
Ricuarp ‘Rosinsoy, Silk Spinners Halifax 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

someen, mae aes ‘Senn, Butcher Exeter Pet 

Jan2l 


eeustien James Samust, Walthamstow, Boot Dealer 
Uourt Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Surrox, Hensert Maxy, Bury, Hosier Bolton Pet Jan 
23 Ord Jan 23 


Tompxixes, Gsoncz Hepnparp, Plymouth, Greengrocer 
Ph Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


and Grorcs Joun Tucks, ee a 
Twine Manufacturers Dorchester Pet Jan 


Ord Jan 22 
Ww. Bet Byatt, and James Waicur, 
alcut, Henay x oS a | 


Tucksr, 


Eo Jan 23 O1 
23 
Va Guanes, Earl’s Court rd, Clerk High Court 


Nov2 Ord Jan 21 
Wells, Farmer Tunbridge 


Winor, B Siowey, Tunbridge 
"Wells Pet Nov 27 Ord Jan 20 
‘atford, Licensed Victualler 


Waicat, James Ricuarp, Wi 
St Albans Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
i ome Asusy ag po Wimbledon Feb 9 at 
pus... pee —p Pe Baker Feb 2 
Athénzeum ter, 
Baarr, Eowarp yp fhastoneay Feb@atil Bank- 
Bax, abana, Dartford, Kent Feb4at2.30 Bankruptcy 
Bax, Rae Auice, Weston super Mare Feb? atil Mr 
‘amlyn, High 


water 
et Feb 2 at 12 Bank- 


| aly me Contractor Feb 
at 11 Off Rec, Hall 

Buiacksusy, Leeds, Butcher Feb 3 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park’ 


row, Leeds 
Baoox, Witt1am Epwagp, Ossett, Yorks, Joiner Feb 2 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Bongpese, ornane Fisherman Feb 8 at 2.30 
Busu, cenat, Jewry 4at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ae Feb saan 00 Banbeagiey bldan Garey ot 
2 
G Geo: or 
a my ictualler’ wee it Off Rec, 19, John 
William st, Huddersfield 
v4 Bankrapty row,. a grdns Feb 2 at 


meen van Wusax Pore Baker Feb 3 at 12 
we Ha ph AMES, + oy Se Feb 4 at 12 


ay A Oxford 
Kaperery, ALBEat — Yorks, per 
ford 


Bests, H New 


ruptcy 
Br — ATELNSON, 





Feb 3 at 11 ‘Oit Ree 31, row, Brad- 
Kiexrareicx, Joun Harry, Denton, Lancs Feb 2 at 2.30 
og st, Manchester 
ees WARD Swann, . Surveyor Feb? 
Mip Jooura, Ut rmsby, ich Merchant Feb 4 at 
10.30 Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Moorz, Wanrsr, Feb 4 at 11 
23, Colmore row, 
Nason & Co, Old Scotland yd, Wine Merchants Feb 3 at 


12 at 
Newer, Aittrmber ‘Bob S088 Of Ren, Byrom et, Man 


Farmer Feb 3 at 


fu 





Po Aupeet Victron, Sell Worcestershire, 
“Trommonger Web 5 at 11 an Ootencee row, Birming- 


ham 
Paves, Coantes Henny Hunt, Ipswich, Grocer feb 5 at 
2.30 —— 
en Jamzs, Bossene, Resssecs, 
Feb 3 at 11 sanane Rgsuinoe, 
Birmingham, Klectrical Engineer Feb 3 at 
Hosier Feb 5 at 


Parmer Feb2atil 23, 


Colmore rd, 
Waren, Réauey Stekie on Tees, Baker Feb 10 at 
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Wuirt, Joszrn, Fritwell, Orfords, Wheelwright Feb 3 at 
8.15 White Lion Hotel, Banbu uy 

Wuirs, Ricnarp, Reading, Berks Feb 2 at 2 Waverley 

Hotel, Bournemou 
Wiisox, Hanrzar, George Portman Licensed 
Victualler Feb 4 at 2.30 5 bldgs, Carey st 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Jan. 22 

Bagwarp, Cuaruxs Torver, a ogy p berets Suffolk, 

Smackowner J Jan 30 at 12 Off 8, King st, 

ADJUDICATIONS 

Ampe ney Bangor, Boot Dealer Bangor Pet Nov 27 

an 21 


Avurtness, Apraaam, Cardiff, Turf Agent Cardiff Pet 
Jan 21 Ord Jan 22 
Bartzs, Wiii1am Jerrery, Luton, Tea Dealer Luton Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 21 
Bax, —— — Weston super Mare Bridgwater Pet 
Brapwey, WitiiaM Nelson, Lancs, Tripe Dealer Burnley 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 23 
11, Jonu~x Henry, Scarborough, Confectioner 
Wakefield Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 21 
Cuatrockx, Frances Extex, Old Broad st, Metal Mer- 
c — a atta hang Ord Jan 20 * 
ROCKER, Atrrep, Newport, Mon, Merchant ewport, 
Mon Pet 23 Ord Jan 21 
E Bamford, Derbyshire, Innkeeper 


Daron jDWARD, 
Btockport Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 22 
wee r~ Couzmax, Brighton High Court Pet 
we ~  & Hewry, re Birmingham Pet Jan 18 
Epwakxps, J ~a Brierly, nr Ruardean, Glos, Collier Glou- 
cester Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 
Eisenxnorer, homme Avevustus, Twickenham, Tutor 
Brentford Pet Dec7 Ord Jan 20 
Pavixwer, Frepericx Groros, Lilypot lane — st 


t High Court Pet Dec 21 Ord 
Faissy, Toomas Witiiam, Northampton, Shoe Tiate- 
turer Pet J Ord 


an 23 Jan 23 
Northamptons, Baker 


Garpwer, Roper, n, 
May oo gh yaa 
‘ALL, ILLARD, e row, Bur! n 

Court Pet Decl4 Ord Jan 23 


Heyes, Tuomas, Paar, 5 Lancs, Billiard Marker Burnley 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 


Joxzs, Ropert Henry, *Waterbeach, , Commbatign, Grocer 
Cam Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan2 

Joxes, Wittiam THomas, a Undertaker Aberdare 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 

Laxr, Jamas eet, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet 
Dec 81 Ord Jan 

Lance, James Wass Mantague pl, Russell ou. Commis- 
sion A t High Court Pet Nov5 Ord Jan 20 

Manerrou, Epwarp Swayy, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Sur- 
veyor High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 23 

Moors, Water, Birmingham, Lampmaker Birmingham 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 23 

Peprsr, James WILLiAm, tin Cabinet Maker Leices- 
ter Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 21 

Pimsury, Ernest Fraycis Hastinas, Fore st, Woollen 

Court Pet Dec15 Ord Jan 21 

Payer, Cuartes Hewxry Huwt, Ipswich, Grocer High 
Court Pet Dec? Ord Jan 20 

Rosixsow, James, Sam Brapizy Rowivsoy, and Joun 
Ricnarp Rosivsox, Halifax, Silk Spinners ax 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 23 

— Sidmouth, Butcher Exeter Pet Jan 20 
an2 


Srepness, James Samvet, Walthamstow, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Srevens, Siowsy Macxewziz, Bexhill, Engraver Hastings 
Pet Nov 27 ‘an 21 


Srocxpate, Horace Eowarp, Cardiff, Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Jan1 Ord Jani9 

Srorre: am ys Walthamstow, Brickmaker High Court 
Pet Ord Jan 20 


Goreen, Beare Maxx, Bury, Lancs, Hosier Bolton Pet 


eae Wi11ax Sea. Brixton, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 21 
ae See Grorer, Clifton, Bristol Bristol Pet Dec 


22 
Tuompsox, — Bishop Burton, Yorks, Farmer 
Kingston upon 1 ull 4 Pet it Ord Jan 38 
Tomraixes, Georcz Herparp, Plymou reengrocer 
Plymouth Jan23 Ord Jan 23 
Tucker, Hewny, and Groror Joux TuckER, Bridport, 
Dorset, Twine Manuf: Pet Jan 22 





Ord Jan 22 
Vautier, Frepericx Gaston Ropert, Christchurch, Hants, 
Wine Merchan Pet Dec 30 Ord 


t Poole Jan 23 
Waicut, Hexny Byrart, and James Waront, Portland, 
Builders Dorchester 


w Pet Jan " Ord Jan 23 
EBB: 1LL1aM, Birmingham, irming’ 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 21 


ham 
Watts, Wir11am, Crouch ad Park, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec 8 ‘Ord Jan 
ADJUDICATIONS pn 
Buoxmastsr, Twipeit Wiwiiam, Cranfield, 
Bedford Adjud Sept 24, 1886 Annul Jan 21, "1897 
Neat, Atpert Epwarp, Westbury, Wilts, Painter Frome 
ud Dec 20, 1894 Annul Jan 19, 1897 
y Gameizr, Whitton, Suffolk, Gent Ipswich 


Varn, 
Oct 22, , 1888 Annul Jan 20, 1897 


all over the world FREE.—Address, A. LOISETTE, 
987, Fifth Avenue, New York, or 200, Regent-st., London. 
Not Sold elsewhere. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. 
for UP OFFICES 
Board Rooms, and 


OFFICES aa 

BANKS Societies ond 
Private Firms, 

BOARD 

ROOMS 

FIRST 


CLASS 3 
FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


good materials 














TMENT. 

I ON ee re small 
sums on pape, ane allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1 

BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC.D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 





THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


- Data. arrose. 


uisite under the above Acts 
Every req supplied on the 





oa BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


east ae Gta cesRietsrbas isan 


CHEQUES, &c., engraved and ted. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No Ohange for Skotebee 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RIGHARD FLINT & 60. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


My 4D4ua TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station from 





it Model His 
(Dr. — D.D.), 
afternoon and — 7 from 
every D evi 
10 a.m. til 10 p-tn,—-Madatvo Tasmend’s . 


HE tate ag SOCIETY'S 
GARDENS, » are OPEN DAILY 
(except Sunda: ue sunset. Admission, 1s. 
on Mondays 6d. 
Amongst additions are Reve Tien Cote, pe 
sented by C. A. Osborne, eq. anda Klipepringer Ante! 


Pan 





ope. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT f 
esty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole ofthe! 
udicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 4 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, : 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. “ 

Law Wigs and Gowns for eg, Te 

Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace, 
Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Ga 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE. LONDON, | 
THE EVER- READY 1 LETTER COPYING PAD 


be ROVD'S Pavan. 
, no ing, no thin ones 
Tas oe prs conn equal rigt = ced . 
be press copied, after the letter been despatched. } 
in blocks of 100 Bueets, quarto, with all requi 
Leather and Cloth Gases to contain the 
when desired, 3s 6d and és. 6d. each. 


FROM ALL STATIONERS, 
WATERLOW & SONS, Lin., Sole Licensees and ~ 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES | 
For INVALIDS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, q 
MEAT JUICE, Ge, 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & 02. MAYFAIR, ani & MAYFAIR WOR 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA, 


EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


OF 
_WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR: 


LONSDALE PRINTING WOR 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE, 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEAES 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. : 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZIN 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial W 
Every description of Printing—/arge or small, 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI. M : 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Publi 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
entered into. 


wo Be ee 




















S. FISHER, 188, 8 








